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FLORIDA

Clarence J. Carlton, Arcadia.

Ralph C. Allen, Auburndale.

Mary Joyner, Bagdad.

Capers S. Weathersbee, jr., Branford.

Walter C. Gholson, Chattahoochee.

Thomas J. Bulford, Hilliard.

James A. Zipperer, Madison.

Lera H. Davis, Mayo.

Daisy D. Pollard, Miami Springs.

William D. Fletcher, Tarpon Springs.
ILLINOIS

William M. Rentschler, Allendale.
John M. Bradley, Cypress.
Fred W. Neuman, Grand Ridge.
Roy M. Dalrymple, Oblong.
Edward F. Ledoyt, Sandwich.
MAINE
Ralph A. Bessey, Canton.
G. Walter Akers, Kents Hill.
Charles E. Toothaker, Phillips.
Phoebe Stevens, Portage.
Edward R. Veazie, Rockland.
MARYLAND
Charles H. Johnson, Edgewood.
MASSACHUSETTS
Henry D. Ainsworth, Grafton.
John R. Walsh, Topsfield,
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Lauriston M, Goddard, Ashland.
NEW JERSEY

Rosteen H. Jones, Bayhead.
Clarence E. Glover, Blackwood.
Z. Charles Challice, Fairlawn.
Charles W. Foster, Grenloch.
John W. Barnett, Hillsdale.
William A. Sweeney, Red Bank,
Elsie Brown, River Edge.

Ethel B. Carr, Stratford.

John P. Ryan, Warren Point.

OHIO
Frank L. Lee, Campbell.
PORTO RICO

Nicolas O. Lehon, Aibonito.

Cristina G. Sandoval, Hato Rey.
Roque Rodriguez, Ponce.

Jose Monserrate, Salinas. :
Juan V. Hernandez, San Sebastian.

TENNESSEE

John M. Whiteside, Bellbuckle.
Elbert D. Corlew, Charlotte.
Walter B. Clark, Collegedale.
Douglas B. Hill, Collierville.
Rufus N. McCaslin, Dickson.
Gordon P. Hyatt, Ducktown.
Lon McCaleb, Dyersburg.
Homer E, Alexander, Hartsville,
Luther D. Mills, Middleton.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
MonDAY, MARCH 28, 1932

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D.,
offered the following prayer:

Bestow upon us, O Lord, our God, that enduement of
light and grace which are necessary to lift into the largest
and noblest life; allow not courage and conviction to suc-
cumb to weakness. O Spirit of Might, inspire us to unyield-

ing devotion &¢ the right as Thou, O God, giveth us to see
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the right. Lead us into the fullness of that which is wisest
and best. Through these laboring, waiting hours make all
minds considerate and patient. Wilt Thou grant to those
who are bearing heavy burdens that require constant thought
and endeavor relief from weariness, and may they have an
alliance with Thee that gives strength and vision. Our
Heavenly Father, may we all bend ourselves to our tasks,
and thus while helping others we shall find ourselves illumi-
nated and blest. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, March 26,
1932, was read and approved.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is not a quorum present.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed
to answer to their names:

[Roll No. 34]
Aberneth Crump Lewis Selberling
Auf der Helde Cullen Lindsay Shannon
Ayres Davenport Linthicum Birovich
B De Priest Lozier Smith, Va
Beam Dickstein McFadden Smith, W. Va
Beck Doutrich McGugin Sparks
Beody Drane MecLaughlin Bteagall
Beers Freeman MecMillan Sto
Bolton Garber Strong, Pa.
Britten Golder Manlove SBullivan, Pa.
Brumm Granata Miller Sweeney
Bulwinkle Granfield Mobley Tilson
Burdick Greenwood Murphy Tucker
Carley Griffin Nelson, Wis, Underwood
Celler Hancock, N.C.  Oliver, Ala. Watson
Chapman Houston Owen Weaver
Chase Hull, William E. Palmisano Weeks
Chi; eld Igoe Peavey Welsh, Pa.
Cochran, Pa Johnson, I1. Perkins Woleott
Colller Johnson, S, Dak. Ransley Wolfenden
Connery Karch Reid, 111, 'ood, Ga.
Cooper, Ohio Eennedy Rudd Wood, Ind.
Corning K Sabath Wyant
Coyle Lehlbach Schuetz

The SPEAKER. Three hundred and thirty-five Members
have answered to their names. A quorum is present.

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with further
proceedings under the call.

The motion was agreed to.

RELIEF OF DRAINAGE AND IRRIGATION DISTRICTS

Mr. HALL of Mississippi. Mr. Speaker, under clause 4,
Rule XXVII, I move that the Committee on Rules be dis-
charged from further consideration of House Resolution 117,
which is a proposed rule for the consideration of the bill
H. R. 4650.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi moves
to discharge the Committee on Rules from further consid-
eration of a resolution, House Resolution 117, which the
Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk reported the title of the House resolution.

The SPEAKER. Under the rules the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr, Harr] is entitled to 10 minutes; the gen-
tleman from North Carolina 10 minutes.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, may I ask the-gentleman
from North Carolina if it is his intention to yield me a part
of the time?

Mr. POU. One-half of the time to which I am entitled,
which is five minutes, I yield to the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. PURNELL. The gentleman gives me the full five
minutes?

Mr, POU. Yes.

Mr. HALL of Mississippi. Mr, Speaker, I yield five min-
utes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Swixc].

Mr. SWING. Mr. Speaker, obviously it is impossible to
discuss the merits of the bill which will be the subject matter
before the House if the Committee on Rules is discharged.
Obviously, it was not intended, under the rule under which
we are now operating, that the merits should at this time
be discussed. What I shall present to you will be not the
merits but the reasons for giving the Committee on Irriga-
tion and Reclamation an opportunity to present the merits,
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to give the .committee its. opportunity to have its day in:
court.

The situation before the House to-day is not the usual one
which we think of when we think of the discharge rule. This
is not a case of discharging a committee which has before
it the consideration of an important bill, against the consent
of the committee, probably without hearings by the commit-
tee, frequently without consideration of the bill by the com-
mittee. On the contrary, this bill has been thoroughly con-
sidered. Full hearings have been held. The bill has been
studied, it has been perfected, and it has been reported
unanimously by the Committee on Irrigation and Reclama-
tion. It not only has been reported unanimously by the
committee af this session of Congress, when a majority of the
committee were Democrats, but last session a similar bill
had exhaustive hearings, was thoroughly studied, and was
unanimously reported by the committee, when a majority
of its members were Republicans. The commitiee feels that
this legislation, while it was desirable last session, because
of conditions which now exist in the districts affected by the
bill, is absolutely necessary this year. In fact, the commit-
tee feels that this is the most important, the most vital, and
the most urgent piece of legislation that it has had either
at this session of Congress or at the last session of Congress.
What the commiftee asks is that it be accorded its day in
court; that it be accorded an opportunity to present to you
the clear and convincing evidence which was presented fo
the committee, and which convinced the entire committee
of the importance and of the necessity for this legislation.

The safeguards in this bill for the Public Treasury have
been most carefully worked out so that there will not be
one single dollar lost to the Public Treasury by the opera-
tion of this bill, because of the provision for reappraisal
of the lands within the district to be affected by if, and by
compulsory reduction of the outstanding debts against the
district.

Entire communities totaling investments a hundred times
the amount involved in this bill are in danger of being
wiped out unless financial relief is afforded these districts.
They must function if the communities are to continue to
exist. In drainage districts worn-out pumping machinery
must be replaced; in levee districts, the levees must be
rebuilt and strengthened; in irrigation districts the canals
must be repaired, and if these things are not done the com-
munity is faced with destruction. Many of these districts
can not borrow a dollar to do this absolutely necessary
work. Ten per cent of the districts are actually in default.
Their default in turn has destroyed the credit of the remain-
ing districts. If the districts fail to function, the com-
munities dependent upon them will soon cease to exist.

Only a little while ago Congress voted $2,000,000,000 for
loans to restore and stabilize the credit of private corpora-
tions to save business from ruin. That was proper enough.
But business can always be restored if the community is
preserved. If the community is destroyed, business is gone
forever. Therefore we should be willing to act to-day to
save these communities from ruin by voting $100,000,000
to restore and stabilize the credit of these districts. Let it
not be said that we favored billions for private corporations
but not one dollar for public corporations, that we favored
billions for business buf not one cent for the people. I
sincerely hope that this motion will prevail and that the
bill will be passed. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia has expired.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr, Speaker, I yield myself five minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I hope my judgment on the merits of this bill
has not been warped by my sincere opposition to this method
of legislating. I am fundamentally opposed to this method
of bringing legislation onto the floor of this House [ap-
plausel, but I am now trying to overlook that objection and
state as briefly as I can, in three or four minutes, the oppo-
sition which many of us share to the bill itself.

In the first place, this is a Treasury drainage bill instead
of a bill for the relief of farmers. [Applause.] It author-

izes an appropriation of $100,000,000, and at the most inop-
portune time such a suggestion could ever be made to the
American Congress. [Applause.] It promises more than
that. There are certain solvent drainage distriets in tha
country which, if this bill is passed, would immediately take
steps to make themselves insolvent in order that they might
come within the provisions of the bill or secure additional
legislation. In that event it would be necessary to appro-
priate $391,000,000 to take care of all drainage districts.

This matter has been before our Committee on Rules at
least twice. We have had hearings on it. We have gone
into it thoroughly. I say to you, genflemen, this is not the
opportune time fo consider this matter even on its merits.
I certainly hope the House will vote down this motion to
discharge the Rules Commitiee and reassure the country of
its sanity.

Obviously I can not go into details nor dwell at length
upon the merits of the bill, but I do want to leave this
thought with you: If this is a bill for the relief of farmers,
it would only relieve a handful of them, and we ought to do
something for all of the farmers of the Nation rather than
for a specific group. I am not sure it is actually a bill cal-
culated to relieve any appreciable number of farmers. My
honest judgment is that this is a bondholders’ relief bill
rather than a bill for the relief of those who live in the
drainage districts. [Applause.] All of the propaganda that
has come to me has come from those who own bonds. I feel
sorry for them. I should like to see them have some relief.
But, gentlemen, until we can take some steps in this House
to reduce expenditures, to balance our Budget, and, most
important of all, find the money with which to pay for the
things we want, it is no time to give even them consideration.
[Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Mississippi. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. HALL of Mississippi. How is the time divided?

The SPEAKER. Ten minutes on a side.

Mr. HALL of Mississippi. I have five minutes in rejoinder,
have I not?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi has five
minutes remaining, and the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. Pou] has five minutes,

Mr. HALL of Mississippi. The gentleman from North
Carolina is supposed to consume his entire 10 minutes, and
then I have five minutes in which to close the debate.

The SPEAEKER. The gentleman is entitled to close the
debate.

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to my col-
league from North Carolina [Mr, WAaRREN].

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Speaker, this is the most far-reach-
ing, the most dangerous, and the most vicious measure that
will probably come before this House in a long time to come.
[Applause.] If we discharge this committee to-day, we
might as well open the floodgates and allow every half-baked
bill, every unsafe piece of legislation, and every “ism” to
descend upon us for consideration.

This is purely a bondholders’ bill. [Applause,] It is for
the purpose of having bonds come to par that have been
hawked about this country for 15 and 20 cents on the dollar,
It was conceived by the bondholders and fostered and nour-
ished by the high-priced and powerful lobby now adorning
these galleries. [Applause.]

They call it a farmers’ measure. There is not one dollar’s
worth of relief to any farmer in the Nation. I know some-
thing about drainage districts. The largest pumping plant
on the face of the earth is in my district, and we have a
great many other smaller districts there. Not a single
farmer—and the farmers have studied this bill ever since it
was presented—has ever asked me to support it. But, on
the other hand, as the gentleman from Indiana has said,
every single bond attorney and every man who might own
some of these bonds has come here and lobbied for it.

I hope the House will kill this unwise measure by voting it
down right now: [Applause.]
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Mr. PURNELL. Mr, Speaker, I yield my remaining min-
ute to the gentleman from North Carolina, if he cares to
use it.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina is
recognized for four minutes.

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, up to this moment this Congress
has appropriated between $2,000,000,000 and $3,000,000,000
without raising one single dollar of revenue.

As has been said, this is a proposal to take care of
$391,000,000 of irrigation and reclamation bonds. There is
no more justification, Mr. Speaker, for taking care of that
many irrigation bonds than there is to take care of the same
number of mortgages in the city of New York or in the city
of Philadelphia or the same number of mortgages through-
out any other section of the United States. [Applause.l
Many millions of farmers in this Nation can not even pay
interest charges; why make those living on irrigation proj-
ects a preferred class?

Gentlemen, for God’s sake, it is time to call a halt. The
members of the Committee on Rules in the exercise of our
conscientious legislative duty as we saw it have not seen fit
to give preferential status to this measure. I am willing
to stand until doomsday to keep off the floor of this House
all measures except those which are absolutely necessary
to run the Government. [Applause.] If you wish to dis-
charge the Rules Committee, that is your province. I shall
endeavor to discharge my duty as God gives me light to see,
regardless of the effect on my political fortunes.

This same measure was before the last Congress, as was
stated, but no action was taken. Now the same pressure
is brought to bear in favor of it by the same lobby.

As has been said, this is not a farm-relief measure., It is
nothing in the world but a bondholders’ bill.

Let us address ourselves to two great objectives. First,
economy. Reduce our own salaries not less than 20 per cent,
as I believe we should. [Applause.] Reduce expenditures
of Government. Save a couple of hundred million dollars
in that way, and then let us address ourselves to the still
greater task of raising sufficient money to balance the
Budget. [Applause.]

There are times, Mr. Speaker, when men in this body must
take their political lives in their hands. You may call me
a fool. You may call me a rascal, but for God’s sake I do
not want you to call me a demagogue. [Applause.] Until
I can see more clearly ahead than I do now, regardless of
what the consequences may be, I shall do all in my power
to keep off of the floor of the House all measures except
those which I believe are absolutely necessary to maintain
and sustain this Government. If you run over us, the con-
‘sequences are yours. [Applause.]

Mr. EALL of Mississippi. Mr. Speaker, I yield five min-
‘utes to the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. DrIvER!.

Mr. DRIVER. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Swing] has expressed to this House the attitude
of the advocates of this bill, and that is to plead for a
hearing. I do not care what type of legislation is offered
here; if it is backed by a very considerable number of the
membership of this House it is entitled to consideration.
I have never yet been able to step into the corridors of this
House without finding some fellow on his hind legs with
his ears laid back braying, “A bond billl ”

Let me tell you the type of bill we have here. There was
a petition filed with the names of 213 of the Members of
this House before the Rules Committee asking for a hear=
ing on the merits of this bill, and when that number of our
colleagues express an interest in the legislation the cry of a
bond bill is not a sufficient answer.

The gentleman from California [Mr. Swinc] told you that
community life is invelved in this proposed legislation, and
I want to emphasize the statement and offer the expression
at this late hour of the session that there has been appro-
priated from two to three billion dollars for the private
corporations is not a sufficient answer to our plea. I sup-
ported that measure. You have provided relief for every
type of corporation, but not one dollar is provided for the
distressed communities asking for relief under the provisions
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of this bill. Here is another thing I want to impress upon
you. Not one dollar of Federal farm-loan money or joint-
stock land-bank money or money under any other provi-
sion made by the National Treasury can be applied to one
acre of the land where this community life is going down.
They have built towns and cities in these areas, and because
10 per cent of them are in default the other 90 per cent of
fhem must lose their credit. This is the condition they are
in to-day. If we can rehahilitate the 10 per cent in default,
90 per cent of all the districts that have been reclaimed
will have their financial credit restored, and it will not be
necessary to give them the aid sought in this bill. Can we
do other than ask you to let us present the bill? If it is
a bond bill, you will vote it down; but, gentlemen, when two-
thirds of the membership on this side of the House and
one-third of the membership on the other side of the House
petiticn for a hearing on this legislation, are you satisfed
when it is charged that it is a bond bill and foreclose an
opportunity to present the legislation?

As a matter of fairness, I appeal to you to give us an
opportunity to present the matter to you.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The SPEAKER. The question is, Shall the Committee on
Rules be discharged from further consideration of the reso-
lution (H. Res. 117).

Mr. HALL of Mississippi. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 133, nays
204, answered “ present ” 2, not voting 93, as follows:

[Roll No. 35]
YEAS5—133

Adkins Doxey Keller Rankin
Allen Driver Kelly, Pa. Romjue
Amlie Dyer Kemp Sanders, Tex.
Andresen Eaton, Colo. - Eniffin Sandlin
Arentz Englebright Knutson SBchafer
Arnold Evans, Mont. EKopp Bchnelder
Barbour Fernandez Kvale Selvig
Barton Finley Lambertson Sinclair
Bolleau Free Lankford, Ga. Smith, Idaho
Briggs French Leavitt Spence
Britten Fulbright Loofbourow Summers, Wash.
Browning Fuller Lovette Sumners, Tex.
Buchanan Fulmer McKeown Swank
Buckbee Gasque Maas Swing
Butler Glover Major Tarver
Cannon Goodwin Maloney Taylor, Colo.
Carter, Wyo Green Manlove Taylor, Tenn,
Cary Gregory Mansfield Thomason
Chavez Griswold Martin, Oreg. Timberlake
Christgau Guyer May Welch, Callf,
Clague Hadley Miiligan West
Cochran, Mo Hall, Miss. Montet Whittington
Collins Hardy Moore, Ky Williams, Mo.
Colton Hastings Nelson, Mo. Willlams, Tex.
Connery Hawley Niedringhaus Willlamson
Cooper, Tenn HIll, Wash. Overton Wilson
Crall Holaday Parker, Ga. Wingo
Crump Hopkins Parks Withrow

Horr Parsons Woodrufl
DeRouen Johnson, Mo. Patman Yates
Dickinson Johnson, Tex, Peavey Yon
Dies Johnson, Wash. Person
Dieterich Kading Ragon
Dominick Kahn Rainey

NAYS—204

Aldrich Burtness Darvls Gilbert
Allgood Byrns Delaney Gllchrist
Almon Cable Doughton Gillen
Andrew, Mass.  Campbell, Towa Douglas, Ariz.  Goldsborough
Andrews, N. Y. Campbell, Fa. Douglass, Mass, Goss
Auf der Helde Canfleld Doutrich Halnes
Bachmann Carden Dowell Hall, 111,
Bacon Cartwright Drewry Hall, N. Dak,
Baldrige Cavicchia Eaton, N. J, Hancock, N. Y.
Bankhead Christopherson Erk Harlan
Beedy Clark, N.C. Eslick Hart
Black Clarke, N. Y. Estep Haugen
Bland Caole, Iowa Evans, Calif. Hess
Blanton Cole, Md. Flesinger Hill, Ala.
Bloom Condon Fish Hoch
Boehne Cooke Fishburne Hogg, Ind.
Bohn Cox Fitzpatrick Hogg, W. Va.
Boland Crlsp Flannagan Hollister
Bowman Cross Foss Holmes
Boylan Crosser Gambrill Hooper
Brand, Ga. Crowe Garber Hope
Brand, Ohio Crowther Garrett Hornor
Brunner kin Gavagan Houston, Del,
Burch Dallinger Gibson Howard
Burdick Darrow Gifford Huddleston
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Hull, Morton D,
Jacol

James

Jeffers

Jenkins
Johnson, Okla.
Jones

Kendall

Kerr

Ketcham
Kinger -
Kleberg
LaGuardia
Lambeth
Lamneck
Lanham
Lankford, Va.
Larrabee
Lichtenwalner
Lonergan

Luce

Ludlow
McClintie, Okla.
MecClintock, Ohilo
MeCormack
McDuffie

Abernethy
Ayres
Bacharach
Beam

Beck
Beers
Bolton

Brumm
Bulwinkle
Busby
Carley
Celler

So the motion to discharge the Committee on Rules was

rejected.
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McGugin Pou
McLaughlin Prall
MecLeod Pratt, Harcourt
Magrady Purnell
Mapes Ramseyer
Martin, Ramspeck
Mead Reed, N. Y
Michener Reilly
Millard ch
Mitchell Robinson
Mobley Rogers, Mass.
Montague Rogers, N.H
Moore, Ohlo Banders, N. Y,
Morchead SBeger
Mouser Shall
Nelson, Me Bhott
Nelson, Wis Shreve
Nolan Simmons
Norton, Nebr Snell
Norton, N. J Snow
O'Connor Somers, N. Y.
Oliver, Ala. Stafford
Oliver, N. Y. Btalker
Parker, N. ¥. Steagall
Partridge Stevenson
Pittenger Stewart
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—32
Carter, Calif. Patterson
NOT VOTING—83
Davenport Lea
De Priest Lehlbach
Dickstein Lewis
Disney Lindsay
Drane Linthicum
Frear Lozier
Freeman McFadden
Golder McMillan
Granata McReynolds
Granfield McSwain
Greenwood Miller
Griffin urphy
Hancock, N. C. Owen
Hare Palmisano
Hartley Perkins
Hull, Willlam E. Pettengill
Igoe
Johnson, I1. Pratt, Ruth
Johnson, S. Dak. Ransley
Earch Rayburn
Eelly, IIL. Reid, T1
Kennedy Ruadd
Kurtz Sabath
Larsen Schuetz

The following pairs were announced:
On the vote:

FEEERERERR

Until further notice:

REER

FEE

REEEERREEREERRRRERERERR

Patterson (for) with Mr. Tilson (against).
Carter of Californis (for) with Mr., Bolton (against).
Polk (for) with Mrs. Pratt (against).
Lozier (for) with Mr. McFadden (agalnst).
Shannon (for) with Mr. Beck (against).
Wolcott (for) with Mr. Cullen (against).
Eelly of Ilinols (for) with Mr. Ransley (against).
Igoe (for) with Mr. Rudd (against).
Hancock of North Carolina (for) with Mr. Corning (against).
Miller (for) with Mr. Bacharach (agalnst)

McMillan with Mr. Reid of Ilinois,
Carley with Mr. Murphy.
Rayburn with Mr., Brumm.
Drane with Mr. Chindtlom.
Griffin with Mr. Watson.
Tucker with Mr, Perkins,
Lewls with Mr. Selberling.
Owen with Mr. Chiperfield.
Beam with Mr. Stokes.
Wood of Georgla with Mr. Welsh of Pennsylvania.
Abernethy with Mr. Cooper of Ohio.
McSwain with Mr, Golder.
Ayres with Mr. Johnson of Illinols.
Palmisano with Mr. Lehlbach.
Boland with Mr. Allen.
SBchuetz with Mr. Clancy.
Coliler with Mr. Granada.
Smith of West Virginia with Mr. Davenport.
Granfield with Mr. Wolfenden.
Sweeney with Mr. Hartley.
Larsen with Mr. Sulllvan of Pennsylvania.
Linthicum with Mr. Bparks.
McReynolds with Mr, Weeks.
Busby with Mr. Connolly.
Chapman with Mr. Frear.
Disney with Mr. Cochran of Pennsylvania.
Sirovich with Mr. Johnson of SBouth Dakota.
Hare with Mr. Coyle.
Lindsay with Mr. Wolverton,
Celler with Mr. Strong of Pennsylvania.
Greenwood with Mr. Willlam E. Hull.

J.

Strong, Eans.
Butphin
Swanson
Bwick
Taber
Temple
Thatcher
Thurston
Tierney
Tinkham
Treadway
Turpin
Underhill
Vestal
Vinson, Ga.
Vinson, Ky.
‘Warren
Wason
‘Weaver
White
‘Whitley
Wigglesworth
Wood, Ind.
Woodrum
Wright
Wyant

Strong, Pa.

Bullivan, N. Y.

Sullivan, Pa.
Sweeney

Wolfenden
Wolverton
‘Wood, Ga.
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Mr. Dicksteln with Mr, Eurtz.

Mr. Underwood with Mr. Chase.

Mr. Earch with Mr. De Priest.

Mr. Babath with Mr., Freeman.

Mr. Kennedy with Mr. Smith of Virginia.

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, I voted “aye” I am
paired with the gentleman from Connecticut, Mr. TILSON.
I understand, if present, he would have voted “mno.” I
therefore withdraw my vote and answer “ present.”

Mr. MAGRADY. Mr. Speaker, my colleague, Mr. COYLE,
of Pennsylvania, is detained at home by illness and can not
be present.

Mr. CARTER of California. Mr. Speaker, I have a pair
with the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Borton. I voted
“aye,” and I desire to withdraw my vote and answer
“ present.”

Mr. FULLER, Mr. Speaker, my colleague, Mr. MILLER,
of Arkansas, is absent. If he were present, he would vote
“aye.”

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman from Mis-
souri, Mr. Lozier, and the gentleman from Missouri, Mr.
SHANNON, were present, they would vote “aye.”

Mr McCORMACK. ‘Mr. Speaker, if my colleague, Mr.
GrANFIELD, were present, he would vote “mno.”

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

On motion of Mr. Pou, a motion to reconsider the vote
whereby the motion to discharge the committee was re-
jected was laid on the table.

THE REVENUE BILL OF 1932

Mr. LAMNECEK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the RECORD. :

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. LAMNECE. Mr. Speaker, Congress has been in ses-
sion four months. The whole of this time has been devoted
to consideration and action upon President Hoover's pro-
gram to relieve present distressing conditions in the country.
In other words, we have been seeking, and are seeking still,
to correct the mistakes and cure the ills brought upon the
American people by ill-advised legislation, gross extrava-
gances, criminal waste, and an utter disregard of the rights
of the people. :

Those responsible for our present economic situation
blame it upon world conditions. There is a connection,
which is reflected in the loss to this country of export busi-
ness amounting to more than $1,000,000,000; the loss of
import duties, amounting to hundreds of millions; removal
of American industrial plants to foreign countries to es-
cape payment of retaliatory fariff rates, with disastrous
effects also upon American labor; the loss of world markets
to the American manufacturer and American farmer and
the loss of prestige as a world power, to say nothing of
moratoriums and other things.

To be added to these losses is $1,000,000,000 per annum
in moneys appropriated by the Federal and separate State
Governments to enforce nation-wide prohibition; the loss
of another billion and more each year in revenues that a tax
upon intoxicating liquors would yield. All of this could be
very easily remedied and conform to the will of the people.

It is little wonder, with these great losses and wastes, we
are seeking new methods of taxation to care for existing
deficits. Our present deplorable situation could have been
averted by sanity in legislation, economy in Government,
stoppage of criminal waste, the abolition of existing com-
missions and boards, as I stated a moment ago. For the
most part they serve the interests they are expected to regu-
late and curb. Deficits reach such a tremendous total that
the sales tax was proposed as a means of adding six or seven
hundred miilion dollars to our revenues. I opposed this fax,
I believed it to be wrong in principle, and anything that is
wrong in principle is wrong in practice. It would have im-
posed a tax upon the millions who are now seeking to secure
enough to provide their families with the necessities of life.
That statement justifies my attitude, so that neither expla-
nation nor apology is necessary from me or any other
Member of the House who tock a similar position.
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Much of the suffering the people are now enduring could
have been averted had President Hoover called a special
session of Congress two years ago to meet the situation that
then existed. Many such demands were made, but the
President was adamant in his determination not to do so.
Conditions continued to grow worse.

A survey of the unemployment situation made in connec-
tion with the taking of the Federal census of 1930—Govern-
ment figures—indicated that the number of people then idle
was 2,500,000. Recently, William Green, president of the
American Federation of Labor, in protesting the passage of
‘the sales tax, placed the number at 8,000,000. Multiply that
number by four end you get some definite idea as to the
-amount of suffering there is in this ccuntry at this time.
This increase of 5,500,000 in the army of the unemployed
makes our task all the more difficult now in finding a solu-
tion. In other words, we have three times as many depend-
ents, with deficits more than doubled.

Our chief trouble in this country lies in the fact that we
have departed from the fundamental principles of govern-
ment. We no longer have representative government. Equal
rights, equal opportunity, and even human rights have been
brushed aside. Instead of a government of the people, by
the people, and for the people, we have a bureaucracy, with
multiplied commissions and boards, which are absolutely
-useless. More than that, Congress has delegated to these
commissions and boards executive, legislative, and judicial
authority, which, in my opinion, is a violation of the Con-
stitution.

The functions of government are simple. And what are
these functions? To promote the general welfare, safeguard
and protect the rights of all the people, regardless of sex,
color, or creed—and sadly neglected; to provide a national
defense, which is now threatened by the agitation in favor
of disarmament; the right to levy taxes and import duties
is the only provision in the Constitution that anyone appears
to have any recollection of at this time; to regulate com-
merce and trade, a function of government that is of little
importance at this time; preservation of the rights reserved
to the States and preservation of the rights guaranteed the
individual citizen. All of these have been violated con-
stantly, with the exception of the right to impose taxes upon
the people. It is now being abused, and has been for years.
However, nations must pay their debts the same as individ-
uals if they would preserve their credit.

Where the money is to come from to meet the Govern-
ment’s overdue obligations is yet to be worked out. How-
ever, a solution will be found, and the greater burden will
be imposed upon the extremely wealthy. An additional tax
levied upon the millionaires and billionaires of the country,
taken in connection with the favors granted in tariff legisla-
tion, will not impose a heavier tax upon them than they
should pay in justice to those who pay a greater tax in pro-
portion to their wealth and ability to pay.

Now I want to revert for a moment to government by
bureaus, commissions, and boards. What are their functions?
I can not undertake to enumerate them here now. The time
is too short. However, I assume that they were intended
to serve some good purpose, but the opposite appears to be
largely true.

The Federal Farm Board will serve as a fair illustration.
There is a very general sentiment in favor of its abolishment
because of its failure. It was intended, of course, to benefit
the farmer, but where is he to-day? Flat upon his back,
looking upward and patiently awaiting the transition from
the world of constant turmoil to one of perpetual joy.

The Interstate Commerce Commission is another. It is
supposed to run the railroads, with most of the rolling stock
“on the sidings, and in poor condition at that. Officials of
American railways who represent the stockholders have little
or nothing to say as to their management. The Tariff Com-
mission is the real joke in the deck of 52 or more commis-
sions, and so forth. It deals with the fiexible plan in the
Hawley-Smoot tariff law, which authorizes it to increase or
lower rates, Few are lowered, although most appeals ask
for reductions. There is, too, the Federal Oil Conservation
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Commission, which, I presume, came along after the Teapot
Dome scandal. :

The Radio Commission is another. Radio broadecasting is
becoming the greatest monopoly we have in this country,
and will soon surpass in influence and power the United
States Steel Trust and other great trusts of the country.
The Federal Power Commission, the United States Shipping
Board, Bureau of Mediation, the Bureau of Efficiency, and
others deserve attention, but time will not permit. Take the
Bureau of Efficiency, for instance—what is it doing? Is
there any noticeable improvement in efficiency in govern-
ment anywhere? The instances cited, with a word of com-
ment in each case, seem to me pertinent, and should suffice
to prove my contention that these bureaus, commissions, and
boards are more ornamental than useful and for that reason
should be abolished as a matter of added efficiency and the
saving of the $1,000,000,000 they are now costing the Gov-
ernment.

President Hoover, who has created several commissions of
his own, including the Wickersham Commission, has finally
reached the conclusion that the duties of these various com-
missions and bureaus are overlapping, and that as a matter-
of economy they should be consolidated, if not eliminated.
He wants to do this himself, which is purely a legislative
function, with Congress disinclined at this time to grant him
that authority.

In conclusion I just want to add a word: Unless we get
away from these orgies of criminal extravagance and waste
and get back to the rule of the people, the country, with all
its boasted wealth of approximately $400,000,000,000, will go
on the rocks. The Government, with all this great wealth,
four hundred billions—think of it—is having difficulty in
raising $3,000,000,000. In other words, the Government ap-
pears to be in the same unfortunate position as the man in
business, perfectly solvent with assets largely exceeding lia-
bilities, who is unable to borrow a few dollars upon good
security to tide him over. That situation has existed for the
past two or three years, and still exists to-day, with millions
of dollars released to the banks to improve conditions. There
has been no perceptible improvement up to date. How will
the Hoover relief program work out? That remains yet to
be seen. How long it will take it to filter down from the
banks and other financial institutions to benefit the ordinary
man on the street and the man on the farm is a guestion
which time alone will answer.

veryone who is interested in the welfare of the country
is anxious to see results that will put the country upon a
solid financial footing and give us a prosperity that will
abide.
LOANS FOR RELIEF OF DRAINAGE DISTRICTS

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr., Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the REecorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend
my remarks, I advocate Federal aid for drainage districts.
The act under consideration, known as H. R. 4650, provides
for loans to drainage and irrigation districts as an aid to
agriculture. An annual appropriation is authorized and the
Secretary of Interior is charged with the administration of
the revolving fund created. Loans are made for a period
not exceeding 40 years at a low rate of interest, after

thorough investigation by the Secretary of the Interior, to -

take up outstanding bonds. Safeguards with respect to
titles, soundness of engineering works and reasonable prob-
ability of repayment by the districts aided are provided in
the bill. In a word, the real purpose of the bill is to extend
to drainage districts the equivalent of the Federal aid now
extended to reclamation districts.

As disclosed by the hearings, thousands of farmers in
drainage districts will be forced to abandon their homes
unless relief from burdensome drainage taxes and assess-
ments is provided.

The act is a plan for refinancing distressed districts on a
long-term basis. The plan is to save productive lands al-
ready in cultivation. The aim is to prevent the loss of
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homesteads because of the inability of farmers to pay heavy
annual taxes for public works installed by authority of law,
by refinancing drainage works, and thereby reducing the
annual tax levied against the lands. The measure thus
provides for the reduction of farm taxes and makes it pos-
sible for the farmer to pay his taxes and save his home.
It is really a farm relief measure through Federal tax relief.
FEDERAL INTEREST

The Federal Government adopted the reclamation policy
in 1902 to promote the reclamation of arid lands in the West.
From every standpoint there is just as good reason and
just as much authority of law for Federal aid in drainage
as there is for Federal aid in reclamation. The Federal
interest in one case is as vital and valid as in the other.
As a matter of fact, both reclamation and drainage are parts
of the internal policy of the General Government. Drain-
age in other parts of the country is synonymous with irri-
gation in the arid States. Moreover, it is interesting to
recall that drainage is in reality an essential part of irri-
gation. In reclamation firrigation canals and drainage
ditches are both necessary. Reclamation involves the appli-
cation of water to lands to make them capable of cultiva-
tion: drainage means the taking of water from lands so that
they may be cultivated.

, BENEFITS

Drainage promotes the distribution of production; it pro-
vides for the distribution of population; it creates national
wealth; it aids transportation; it supplies markets for fac-
tories: it makes business for the city and provides for em-
ployment on the farms. Country life will be promoted by
the pending legislation.

AUTHORITY

There is ample constitutional authority for this legislation.
Congress legislates for the general welfare, Among other
things it promotes the public health. Drainage, in addition
to reclaiming fertile valleys, eliminates malaria in many
cases: it thus promotes the public health. Drainage promotes
the general welfare.

Article I, section 8, of the Constitution provides for the
levy of taxes for the general welfare. Congress has the
power to appropriate money for any purpose which in its
judgment is for the general welfare. It is for Congress to
determine the legislation in the public interest.

The difference between the constitutional power to appro-
priate and the constitutional power to regulate and control
must be kept in mind. The power to legislate for aid to
drainage districts, just as the power to legislate in aid of
reclamation, is not specifically given to Congress. Article I,
section 8, clause 18, authorizes Congress to collect taxes,
provide for the general welfare, and to make “ all laws which
shall be necessary and proper for carrying into execution
the foregoing powers.” If* the end be legitimate, if it be
within the scope of the Constitution, all means that are
appropriate and that are plainly adapted to that end, that
are not prohibited, are constitutional. Congress has entered
into many fields under the necessary and proper provision
of the Constitution. It has aided in the construction of
transcontinental railways; it has provided for the preserva-
tion of battlefields. Necessity has revealed the power, and
the Congress is authorized to utilize all legitimate means for
the general welfare.

AGRICULTURAL RELIEF

The continued drainage of areas that are al“eady re-
claimed, rather than enlarging and extending cultivated
areas, is desirable in aid of agriculture. If will be far more
economical to aid existing drainage districts to provide for
their indebtedness over long periods than it would be to
assist and encourage in the development of new districts.
Agriculture will be better promoted by aiding in the drain-
age of lands already under cultivation than by the con-
tinued utilization of less fertile lands more suitable for
growing timber. Diversification will be encouraged. A bal-
anced agriculture will be fostered. The passage of drainage
legislation will constitute an important step in practical
farm relief.
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Mr, BURTNESS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks on the bill and to include a letter
written by W. H. Dick, president of the National Drainage
Association, dated March 10, 1932, to many constituents in
my State.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from North Dakota?

Mr. DYER. Reserving the right to object, I will not
object to the gentleman’s own remarks, but I will object to
anything except that.

Mr. BURTNESS. I think the letter will be useful to
Members of the House in showing to them the fype of
propaganda that has been sent out and giving more light on
the lobby that comes to Washington.

Mr. DYER. I withdraw the objection.

Mr. HALL of Mississippi. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that all Members have five legislative days in which
to insert their own remarks in the Recorp on this bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi asks
unanimous consent that all Members may have five legis-
lative days in which to insert their own remarks in the
Recorp. Is there any objection?

Mr. DYER. Reserving the right to object, it is distinctly
understood that they are to be the Member’s own remarks.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi so
stated, and the Chair incorporated it in the statement of the
gentleman’s motion.

There was no objection.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of
the House, I desire to address myself to H. R. 4650, which
provides for the relief of farmers in any State by the making
of loans to drainage districts, levee districts, levee and drain-
age districts, irrigation, and similar districts other than
Federal reclamation projects. I shall discuss the question
from the standpoint of my State and its interest therein
growing out of the proposed relief for drainage and levee
districts. I am more familiar with conditions as they exist
in southeast Missouri, in my congressional district, but the
conditions which exist there no doubt reflect in a great
measure the conditions which exist in similar communities
throughout the Nation.

In southeast Missouri, which is strictly a farming section,
the problem of drainage and reclamation is looked upon as
a community matter. All the people, regardless of their
occupation or profession, are dependent either directly or
indirectly upon agriculture. In the State of Missouri there
are approximately two and one-half million acres of drained
land, approximately two million of which are located in the
eight alluvial counties of southeast Missouri and are in the
district which I have the honor to represent.

Thirty years ago, practically all of this territory was an
almost impenetrable swamp subject to annual overflows
from the Mississippi River and tributary streams and creeks
that drained the waters from the uplands. The only in-
dustry that was carried on, and that in a small way, was
the timber industry.

Courageous and determined people from EKentucky, Ten-
nessee, Illinois, and Indiana, and even from States still
farther east came into southeast Missouri to establish their
homes, Small settlements developed throughout the dismal
swamps. Malaria, chills, and fever depleted their ranks.
The stagnant waters that covered the greater portion of the
territory and the floods from the streams were to be com-
bated. Determined to relieve the conditions that confronted
them, the first drainage district in southeast Missouri was
organized and the ditch dug in 1903. Since that time the
number of drainage districts in that territory has increased
to 112, ranging in-size from 1,000 acres to 547,000 acres. In
developing this program, the aggregate length of the ditches
that have been dug exceeds in length the Amazon or the Nile,
and required the removal of more dirt than was excavated
in the construction of the Panama Canal.

In this program of development between 1903 and July
1, 1927, we incurred a bonded indebtedness of $54,536,142.19.
Of that amount through the thrift, energy, and industry
to that date we had paid $23,081,530.56, leaving at that time
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a balance due of $31,454,611.63. On this enormous indebt-
edness up to November 15, 1925, there was a default of only
$70,000, or approximately one-third of 1 per cent of the
bonds and coupons that matured. Since 1903 in addition to
this program of reclamation the people of that great terri-
tory have expended approximately $80,000,000 in clearing,
fencing, developing, and improving the land that they
drained. Practically every community in these eight allu-
vial counties is penetrated by hard-surface roads; splendid
schoolhouses have been erected in every school district; con-
solidated high schools have been built in every town of any
size and in many of the rural sections; churches of every
denomination have been constructed; in fact, as a result of
the thrift, industry, ambition, and courage of the people of
southeast Missouri, that territory has been converted from
an uninhabitable swamp into one of the most fertile and
productive agricultural communities in the United States;
but the droughts came; the great flood of 1927 stopped our
progress, destroyed much of our wealth, and left us in dis-
tress. Following the disastrous flood of 1927 the depres-
sion, which is nation-wide, came upon us. Prices of farm
commodities struck the lowest level in the history of the
country. Farmers are no longer able to meet their pay-
ments in these drainage and levee districts; no markets for
their products; and without money with which to pay in-
stallments, the ominous sound of the hammer on the auc-
tion block is heard through this territory, and, as the farm
is stricken off to the highest bidder, another family joins the
army of the unemployed.

The relief provided in the pending bill is the only relief
that can save us. We are not asking for a gift or a dole, we
are not beggars. We have too much courage and self-respect
for that. We are only asking for a loan, we are only asking
equal opportunity with other industry, we are only asking
that you treat us as you have treated the railroads, we are
only asking that you give us the same consideration that
you have given to the national bankers, that we be accorded
the same treatment that has been accorded the insurance
companies, we are only asking that you manifest as much
interest in the farmers of this country as you have shown to
the people of foreign countries. You have accorded relief
to all the groups to whom I have referred, but you have
snubbed the American farmer.

Agriculture is our basic industry, it is the industry upon
which every other activity of the Nation, either business or
social, depends, and I assert without hesitation that unless
something is done to rehabilitate agriculture and save the
farmer by whose sweat and toil you are being fed, we will not
emerge from the depression in which we are found until
there is a collapse of our whole industrial and economic
system.

Talk about communism, radicalism, and bolshevism! I con-
tend that you can not relieve the country of that condi-
tion by throwing open the Treasury of the United States to
big business in all its forms and denying even a word of
sympathy to that great group of people who feed and clothe
the world. I warn you to-day that the people of this coun-
try who are in distress in the workshop or upon the farm—
I should say in the bread line or upon the farm—will not
long remain silent; not because they are communists, not
because they are radicals, not because they are bolshevists,
but because they have a right to demand and ought to de-
mand equal and exact justice.

This bill would give relief to 5,000,000 people upon the
farm. Five million patriotic and loyal people. Five million
people who are losing their homes day by day, and who have
exhausted every source of protection and relief at their com-
mand, and now turn to their Government that they have
so loyally and so faithfully served with a last appeal, not for
a dole, not for a gift, but merely for a loan to tide them
over the abysmal depths of the so-called depression.

You say the Treasury is empty and that you have to bal-
ance the Budget, but the gentleman who speaks of that
closed his eyes to the Treasury and to the Budget and sup-
ported the moratorium. You closed your eyes to these
things when you voted for the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
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poration. You turn a deaf ear to the farmers who are in
distress and plead for the protection of the Treasury and
balancing the Budget; but when big business appeals to you,
you prick up your ears like a Missouri mule, kick down the
doors to the Treasury, and invite the privileged few to par-
ticipate in the Nation’s cash.

I am impatient with this policy. To my way of thinking
it is indefensible. The gentlemen who oppose the considera-
tion of this bill speak of it as a bondholder’s bill, I charge
that such a statement is unwarranted and unauthorized. It
is an insult to the integrity, the honesty, and the honor of
the committees in the Senate and the House who on four
different occasions, almost unanimously, reported the bill.
Men who are just as honest, just as patriotic, and just as
loyal to their country and their country’s flag as the gentle-
man who has suggested that this is a bondholder’s bill.
This bill was reported after exhaustive hearings and after
thoroughly considering every provision of the bill. The
farmers who are back of this legislation have asked that
every amendment necessary to protect the Government be
accepted. The farmers are opposed to Treasury raids and
ask that the Treasury be protected, but what did these gen-
tlemen who call it a bondholder’s bill do when legislation
for the relief of big business was being considered? One of
the distinguished gentlemen from North Carolina stood on
the floor when the Reconstruction Finance Corporation bill
was being considered and pleaded with crocodile tears in his
eyes, but to-day he stabbed the farmer in the back, You
never hear anything about lobbying when legislation in be-
half of special interests is being considered, but it is a crime
when some one undertakes to voice the wishes of the farmers
of this country. -

Il fares the land, to hast'ning ills a prey,
Where wealth accumulates and men decay.

Julian Friant, of Cape Girardeau, Mo., very forcefully
and eloquently presented the case before the Irrigation and
Reclamation Committee in 1930, when he referred to the
dedication by President Coolidge of the San Carlos irriga-
tion project, which is to reclaim 80,000 acres in the Florence-
Casa Grande Valley of Arizona at a cost of $5,500,000.

“ Standing on the parapet of the huge dam which im-
pounds the waters of the Gila River, and which has been
named for him, President Coolidge dedicated the project,
‘To the advancement of religion, education, better homes,
and a better country.’”

President Coolidge was speaking of land which was being
supplied with water at a cost of $70 per acre.

We are pleading for land which has been drained at an
average cost of less than $10 per acre.

President Coolidge had a vision of development that is to
take place on land reclaimed from a stubborn but healthy
desert.

We are trying to protect a development that has taken
place on land reclaimed from a treacherous and sickly
swamp.

President Coclidge was thinking of happy homes yet to
be built, and we are appealing for once happy homes about
to be lost.

All, however, are part and parcel of our great American
Nation which is interested in all of its citizens.

We, therefore, appeal to you to treat us as you have
treated others, do for drainage and levee districts what you
have done for irrigation districts, and without any risk or
cost to the Government, give us an opportunity to save our
homes.”

Mr. ROMJUE. Mr. Speaker, to consume the time of this
House at this time with a lengthy discussion of the distress
of the American farmer would be fruitless—not fruitless
because the case of the American farmer lacks merit but
because his distress is so apparent, so real, and affects so
vitally the welfare of the Nation that none but one who has
willfully closed his eyes through prejudice, ignorance, or a
reckless disregard for what the future may bring forth can
fail to perceive it. Menaced on one hand by the destruction
of his markets both in this country and abroad, and on the
other by the sheriff’s sale unless something can be done to
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remedy the position of this great group of our citizens upon
whose relief and upon whose prosperity the relief and pros-
perity of the Nation depend, we can hardly hope to see the
end of this economic crisis. Much has been said and many
have been the proposals made to alleviate his distressed con-
dition, but what is needed at the present time is concrete
action rather than empty promises.

In the Glenn-Smith drainage bill now before the House
for consideration is embodied a concrete plan to aid and
assist a portion of our farmers by lifting from their shoul-
ders a burden which is causing them to lose their homes,
and to further augment the increasing army of the unem-
ployed. This bill is designed to permit the Federal Govern-
ment to take over the obligations of certain drainage dis-
tricts, after a careful investigation and appraisal by the
Secretary of the Interior assures him that the value of the
farm lands behind the obligations of the various drainage
districts is sufficient to protect the Federal Government
against loss, and after granting a 5-year moratorium upon
interest payments, to receive back the amount loaned with
interest at the rate of 3 per cent per annum within a period
of not more than 40 years. Now, bear in mind that this bill
is not a bondholders’ bill, designed to protect a few investors
from an unfortunate undertaking. Any loan is to be made
only after the appraisal made by the Secretary of the In-
terior has shown that the value of the security back of the
obligation is adequate to protect the obligation. The Gov-
ernment itself is to evaluate the security and then decide to
what an extent a loan will be made. Ii the outstanding
indebtedness is greater than the Government’s own estimate
or appraisal of the land back of the indebtedness, then no
loan can be made under the terms of this bill to the drainage

istrict.

All that can be done is for the drainage district to com-
promise with the bondholders for an amount coming within
the appraisal value set by the Government and then apply
for a loan to retire the bonds at their compromised value.
The drainage district will then pay back to the Govern-
ment the sum borrowed with 3 per cent per annum interest.
In addition to the fact that the Government is protected
under the terms of this bill by having the right to make
its own appraisal of the value of the land back of the bonds,
it is further safeguarded by the fact that before any loan
can be made the Secretary of the Interior must be satis-
fied that legal authority exists for and ample provision
has been made for the annual taxation of the property
which secures the lien of the Government for its loan.
Further, the Secretary of the Interior is to determine the
maturity of the loan made by the Government, and the taxes
upon the property benefited must,.at the end of 10 years,
be sufficient fo establish a sinking fund which will retire
the obligation at the date of its maturity. The Govern-
ment is in no sense taking over a loan made by private
investors—it is itself determining the amount it will loan
upon its own estimate of what the security is worth, it is
itself setting the maturity of the loan, and it is receiving
in the Treasury the amounts put in the sinking fund to
retire the various loans. The Government is loaning money
under the same terms and having the same means of
considering the advisability of its making a loan as a
private lender. And at the same time the Government is
rendering a service to a class whose position to-day is more
unfortunate and intolerable than that of any other—a class
whom the Federal Government has herefofore either been
unable or unwilling to assist in any really effective way.

A great many Members of this House recently voted for
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation bill, providing for
the ultimate withdrawal from the Public Treasury of $2,000,-
000,000, This measure, it is claimed by those supporting it,
was to assist the large banking, business, and railway inter-
ests of the country. I do not believe that the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation bill will bring any great relief to the
country from its present business depression. I believe that
time will prove that that legislation will add to the already
great deficiency in the Public Treasury without any adequate
return for the public benefit. For this and other reasons
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which I deemed adequate I could not and did not support
that measure. I could not see my way clear to open up the
Public Treasury for the expenditure of $2,000,000,000 more
when that Treasury is already depleted and now has a de-
ficiency of about $2,000,000,000, and especially as I can not
believe it would bring adequate public benefit. I regret
that to-day the rule of discharge was defeated, depriving
thereby the House of Representatives from immediately con-
sidering and voting upon the Glenn-Smith bill. This legisla-
tion should be passed and passed promptly.

Thousands of farmers in these drainage districts along the
Mississippi, the Missouri, and other rivers of the country
are finding it difficult to meet their taxes, interest, and as-
sessments against these farms on account of present low
prices of farm products and livestock, although mno more
valuable land lies anywhere in this world. If prosperity is
to return in this country, it must begin its return among
the farmers of the country and work its way upward; it
will not work down from the top.

Give the farmer a fair chance to hold his home and a
world market to receive the products of his farm, and his
purchasing power will be restored; unemployment will then
begin its disappearance. The world markets have been
largely destroyed by reason of special-privilege legislation
which has been set against the farmer; when this barrier is
removed the farmer will not ask any legislation in his own
behalf but he will not be satisfied with any National or State
administration that denies to him and his family an equal
opportunity before the law.

The Glenn-Smith bill, if enacted into law as it should be,
will enable the farmer to secure money at 3 per cent interest
with which to retire his indebtedness within the drainage
district as I have already explained; that is no lower rate
than the Government has extended in other instances. The
Glenn-Smith bill, if made a law, will save the homes of
thousands of farmers, without loss to the Government, and
surely it is as important to save to the industrious, hard-
working farmer his home as it is for the Government to
make available $2,000,000,000 to sustain the frozen assets of
the railroads or financial institfutions. Again let me repeat,
prosperity will not return in this country until conditions
become such that the industrious farmer can prevent his
farm from being sold at the courthouse door and until
he can receive a fair price for what he produces on his farm.
It is not too late to pass this bill, and if passed, it will be a
piece of constructive and valuable farm relief,

Mr, SMITH of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, the Committee on
Irrigation and Reclamation has been considering this meas-
ure, of which I am the sponsor, for five years. In the Sev-
entieth Congress our committee conducted extensive hearings
on a similar bill, H. R. 14116, and in the last Congress we
continued hearings on H. R. 11718, both of which I intro-
duced. We also conducted hearings on the pending bill,
which should convince the House that we have not gone
into this matter hastily. We have endeavored to secure the
best information regarding conditions in the various sec-
tions of the country from those who are best posted regard-
ing the necessity of the legislation, in order that we may
come to the House with a case prepared as nearly 100 per
cent as possible.

The House is now considering the discharge of the Com-
mittee on Rules from the further consideration of House
Joint Resclution 117. Upcn the adoption of this motion
the House will then, under the rule, proceed to the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 4650—

To provide for the relief of farmers in any State by the making
of loans to drainage districts, levee districts, levee and drainsge
districts, irrigation and/or similar districts other than Federal

reclamation projects, or to counties, boards of supervisors, and/or
other political subdivisions and legal entities, and for other

purposes.
FRECEDENTS FOR LEGISLATION OF THIS CHARACTER

This legislation is along the line of the enactments by

Congress during the last few years with the hope of stabiliz-

ing the basic industry of agriculture. When we appeared

before the Rules Committee at the last session of Congress

questions from the members indicated that they thought
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we were making a new departure, that we were going into a
new field. That was not true at that time, and it certainly
is not true at the present time, for since we appeared before
the committee at the last session of Congress there has
been enacted legislation providing for enlarging the activities
of the Federal Farm Loan Board to relieve farmers.who are
unable to meet their obligations. and giving the board au-
thority to extend existing loans, rather than to require them
to come in and make a new loan. We also.recently enacted
legislation providing for a Reconstructfon Finance Corpora-
tion, which extends relief to banks, trust companies, insur-
ance companies, railroads, and various organizations of dif-
ferent kinds. There is also a provision to relieve depositors
in insolvent banks, and also a bill is being considered by
the Committee on Banking and Currency providing for
home-building organizations, which would probably cost
$100,000,000. b :

There is nothing local or partisan in this legislation, nor
in similar legislation which has been considered, especially
during this session of Congress. Every Member of Congress,
regardless of his political affiliations, realizes that the coun-
try is in such a condition of depression, so many people are
out of work, and so many organizations and financial insti-
tutions are failing that it is necessary for us to throw aside
partisanship and legislate for the best interests of the
country. We feel that this legislation fills a gap that is
not taken care of in any of the bills to which I have mada
reference, We have had a law for some years providing for
the making of loans to farmers, through the Federal Farm
Loan Board, by means of Federal land banks, and that law
is being liberalized now to the extent of putting $125,000,000
of the Government’s money into these banks, to be loaned to
farmers, and the law has also been liberalized in regard to
the extension of loans. So that those classes of people are
taken care of. They have security. But the farmers that
are to be taken care of in this legislation do not have an
opportunity to borrow money from the Federal land banks
or from any other governmental agency, because the Gov-
ernment requires that any advances made against such
property shall be a first lien on the property, and these lands
are all encumbered by bond issues, which were made neces-
sary in order to secure money to put the land in a condition
so that it can be cultivated.

CHARACTER OF LAND TO BE BENEFITED

With reference to the character of lands to be benefited;
Swamp lands are useless unless they are drained, as are arid
lands unless supplied with water. We have also in this bill
a provision for the relief of private irrigation districts.
Those lands are useless unless water is placed upon them.
So it is necessary, before the farmers go upon the swamp
areas or upon the arid lands, to obligate themselves to spend
a considerable amount of money to put the land in condition
so that it can be farmed. It is quite different from the
prairie lands which were settled 40, 50, and 60 years ago
where the lands were ready for the plow. Even in the forest
sections of the country the settlers could utilize the lumber
for buildings, fencing, and so forth, in a way that would
bring some income. But these lands in the arid and swamp
districts require the farmers to assume large financial obli-
gations in order to put the land in condition to be farmed.

Most of these drainage and reclamation projects were
inaugurated 10 or 15 years ago at a time when farming was
more profitable than it is at the present time. Many people
sold their farms in the Mississippi Valley and went into the
arid West and into the swamp country thinking that they
would be able to farm more profitably; but because of the ex-
pense incurred in preparing the lang for cultivation and also
because of the low prices of farm products, these people who
have spent years in their efforts to reclaim this land and
cultivate it and build their homes are now confronted with
this great debt which is hanging over them. They have,
through their efforts, created communities and towns; they
have built their houses and have developed their land; but
now they are confronted with the necessity of paying these
assessments and their interest on the bonds and, in some
instances, paying the bonds themselves in order to make
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progress. This bill simply provides that the Federal Gov-
ernment shall step into the picture and relieve these farm-
ers—probably 500,000 .or possibly 1,000,000 of them. The
census report states that there are about 5,000,000 people
living on these swamp lands and on these irrigated lands,
URGENCY OF THE PENDING LEGISLATION

The following statement is from Mr. Julian N. Friant, of
Cape Girardeau, Mo., a very prominent farmer and business
man, and a man who has been engaged in civic work in his
own locality and elsewhere. He has furnished statistics
with reference to the conditions in the State of Missouri,
from which it appears that from 1910 to 1925 the percentage
of delinquencies was very small, running sometimes less than
1 per cent; but in 1925 it was 5.1 per cent delinquency on
these drainage districts, of which there are over 100 in this
particular locality. In 1926 the percentage of delinquency
was 15 per cent; in 1927 it was 32 per cent; in 1928 it was 53
per cent; and in 1929, the last year for which figures were

available, it was 79 per cent. I quote from his statement as
follows:

Our newspapers are full of advertisements of tax suits and
foreclosures. Hundreds of farmers .have lost their homes and
others are being closed out every month. If that process goes on
much longer, most of the farmers on our drained lands will be
sold out and will lose the homes they have worked so hard, so
long, and under such great difficulties and hard living conditions
to bulld. The number of tax sales each year is sure to increase
unless you come to our assistance. Some of our farmers are still
able to pay their taxes and do the necessary improvements, but
they are helpless because they are merely a part of a public
enterprise and can not function as individuals,

These people are living in districts, and the district is
responsible for the financial indebtedness, for the entire
indebtedness.

In addition to being a crime against our civilization and a rank
injustice to the thousands of people who have given their energy,
their ability, their money, and the best part of their lives to
developing this country, it would be a great economic waste to
allow these districts to go back to swamps. We, however, are at
the end of ocur row. We have exhausted our resources. We are
helpless in the matier and are at your mercy. As the representa-
tives of a great and wealthy Government, we do not believe you
are going to permit our people, who have made such a marvelous
record, pay such a terrible price for their progress,

I am reading this statement in an endeavor to enlighien
the House as to the importance of this relief legislation.

I now refer to the testimony of Mr, J, A. Melville, chair-
man of the legislative committee of the Utah Association of
Drainage Districts, from which I quote:

In one district I represent, as an attorney, the district has now
taken title to nearly 50 per cent of the lands in the district, because
the farmers were unable to meet their obligations. Unless soms
relief is given these good people they will have to go. These have
spent 10 or 15 years there bullding their homes and improving
their farms. They are getting advanced in years, Farming is
probably the only occupation they know. They can not go into
industrial avocations and compete with those there, because they
are not familiar with them; and, as I said, they are getting to be
old men. One of our supervisors, approaching 70 years of age, had
to take title to his own farm in the name of the district. It is
really a pitiable condition. There are-many people there waiting
to see what is to be done, if anything. They have asked us, * Shall
we plant crops this year, or shall we go?"” We have hesitated
about advising them, but we have told them to remain there, be-
lieving that some relief will come. Those who own the Londs
secured by the land say, let them remain upon the land; but they
can not remain there permanently because the bondholders are
entitled to thelr money, or as much of it as they are willing to
accept. We can not hope to keep those people permanently upon
that land without some relief because these lands are securlty for
ihe bondholders. Our bondholders have been very generous. They
realize they face a loss; that their securities, like all other farm
securities, have depreciated in value, and some of the bonds have
been sold to farmers for 50 per cent of their face value. A few of
the more prosperous farmers have used these to pay off their
drainage taxes and in this way a few of them have cleared their
farms. If we had a fund from which these people could borrow,
we could make a nice settlement with the bondholders; and It
would not be an injustice to them, because their losses would be
minimized if they could get a cash setilement.

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
The constitutional authority for this legislation is well set
forth in the following statement before the committee by the
distinguished Representative in Congress, Mr. WHITTINGTON,
of Mississippi:




1932

Congress legislates for the general welfare. It promotes the
general health and good education. Drainage eliminates malaria
in many cases. It promotes the general welfare. It alds agricul-

ture. If the end be legitimate, if it be within the scope of the

Constitution, all means that are appropriate and that are plainly
adapted to that end that are not prohibited, are constitutional.
Congress has provided for the preservation of battleflelds; it has
built railroads; it has alded transcontinental rallroads. During
the war It took over the entire transportation system of the
country. Constitutional powers have kept pace with the new
agencies brought Into use by the increasing demands of com-
merce, wealth, and population. Reclamation, which is synony-
mous with drainage, is a part of the internal-improvement pol-
icy of the United States. It distributes production, it creates
national wealth, it provides for transportation, it makes business
for railroads, and it contributes to the health and wealth of the
community and the Nation. Agriculture is the basic industry of
the country; and the Nation, for its own well-belng, must pro-
mote agriculture as a part of general policy for the public wel-
fare. The Government of the United States must protect country
hfe. The West s entitled to reclamation, but the North, East,
and South are entitled to drainage. (From the testimony of Rep-
resentalive WHITTINGTON before House Committee on Irrigation
and Reclamation, January 29, 1929.)

As the title of H. R. 4650 indicates, the legislation is for the
relief of farmers in drainage and irrigation districts who, as
a general rule, do not come within the provisions of the Fed-
eral farm loan act, and for whose benefit no relief legislation
has been heretofore enacted.

The proposed law does not apply to the development of
any new land but is intended to enable the farmers on vari-
ous existing projects to have their assessments, which are in
arrears, funded in order that they may continue to operate
their lands until agricultural conditions are such as to enable
them to maintain themselves and farm at a profit. As has
been disclosed in the extensive hearings which have been
held on this legislation, unless relief is afforded, there are
thousands of farmers who will be forced to abandon their
lands and have them taken over by the bondholders.

The districts are required to pay 3 per cent annually on
the money advanced. :

The relief proposed under this bill is to be in the form of
loans adequately secured by first liens on the benefited farms,
the repayment of which is further guaranteed by the fact
that each loan is to have behind it the taxing power of the
State. In a word, it is an extension of credit—a plan for
refinancing distressed districts on a long-term basis.

NOT AID FOR INDIVIDUALS BUT FOR cbuuvxrrms

It is not a plan to extend aid directly to individual farmers
in their individual capacities, but it is a plan to aid farmers
in their collective capacities where they have organized dis-
tricts to install and maintain public works. It is the public
works, the collective or community works authorized by and
operated under authority of the law, that are to be relieved
by this bill.

No DPPOE_TIINITT FOR SPECULATION

There is no provision in this bill that would afford an
opportunity for speculation either in the bonds of any dis-
trict or in the lands covered by the bonds. 'I']y proposed
law would prohibit the purchase of any bonds in excess of
the appraised value thereof.

; PRACTICAL RELIEF FOR UNEMPLOYMENT

When a farmer loses title to his land, one of two courses
is left open to him. He can go to work as a hired hand
for some other farmer if he can find one who will employ
him, or he can go to the city to look for a job. In this con-
nection Secretary Hyde, of the United States Department
of Agriculture, writing in the Saturday Evening Post, has
supplied some official figures concerning the drift of popula-
tion from the farms to the city. He gives the Government
estimates on the net loss in farming population through the
drift to the cities, as follows: For the year 1922, 1,120.000
persons; for 1924, 673,000; for 1925, 901,000; for 1926, 1,020,-
000; for 1927, 604,000, for 1928, 598,000. Thus we see that
for a period of six years the average drift from the farms to
the city has exceeded 800,000 a year, or a total of 4,912,000.
Statistics collected and compiled from official sources show
that several thousands of farmers have annually been sold
out for drainage taxes while other thousands are facing the
same fate. Dispossessed, these farmers are and will be
forced into the ranks of the unemployed. To enact this bill
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into law not only would-be to give much needed and sub-
stantial relief to worthy farmers engaged in the funda-
mental industry of agriculture but also would be to prevent
in a considerable measure further increase in the number of
unemployed.

- REDUCTION OF FARM TAXES

It is a plan to save highly productive lands that already
are under successful cultivation.

It is a plan to prevent the utter ruin of farmers owning
and operating lands, who are losing their homesteads be-
cause of their inability to pay heavy annual taxes levied
on their farms for the public works which have been in-
stalled by authority of law, by refinancing the public works
on a long-term basis and thereby reducing the annual tax
levied against the individual farmer.

The extent of relief which each individual farmer can
obtain under this bill can be definitely and exactly com-
puted from his tax receipt.

MAKING IT POSSIELE FOR FARMER TO PAY

In order to readjust and more effectively distribute the
burden of debt, districts created by authority of State
law and having a definite status as political subdivisions,
either as counties or special-tax districts, may refinance
their public works—the public ditches, so to speak, that are
supposed to be open and accessible to any farmer in the
district who seeks an outlet for his own private ditches.

Under this plan districts which are unable to meet either
the interest or the principal of their outstanding bonds may
refinance their undertakings by the issuance of refunding
bonds; such refunding bonds to be accepted by the Unifed
States Government as security for loans sufficient to retire
as they mature outstanding bonds and the accumulated
interest thereon.

ADVANTAGES TO FARMERS EXPLAINED

‘The advantages of this plan become evident when it is
considered that the residents of these districts are pioneers
who in response to the call of the Government in the first
years of the World War undertock to do in a short period of
time what heretofore had required a hundred years to ac-
complish. In a word, they issued drainage bonds to run
20 years to pay for permanent improvements, the benefits
of which were to be enjoyed by all succeeding generations,
when in the very nature of the case the expense of con-
structing these public works should have been spread over
al least 50 or 75 years. The refunding of the debts will
constitute an extension of time and will thereby reduce the
annual tax for works to an amount so small as to be surely
within the farmers’ ability to pay.

IMPROVEMENT TAXES CONSTITUTE THE LARGER BURDEN

At present the improvement tax in many districts is more
than half of all the taxes the farmer has to pay, more than
school district, road and bridge, county, and State taxes
combined. In a considerable number of districts this tax
constitutes two-thirds of all taxes levied, and runs in many
instances to an amount per acre equal to more than half
the gross per acre earning of the land. From this it be-
comes apparent that the refunding of debts by means of
long-term bonds will provide substantial and immediate re-
lief to deserving farmers who are suffering sorely, but
through no fault of their own,

IMPROVEMENT COSTS IN ADDITION TO TAXES

This form of relief becomes the more appropriate when it
is borne in mind that the expense of providing public ditches
or drainage works is only a part of the burden which the
individual farmer must bear, but that in addition to this
there is the cost of providing and maintaining tile and sur-
face drainage on his own farm to enable him to make use
of the public works. There is ample precedent for affording
this form of relief to be found in the reclamation act of 1502
and in each of its several subsequent amendments.

FARM RELIEF THROUCH TAX RELIEF

This bill would extend relief to several millions of farmers
who are overburdened by taxes by putting into operation a
plan for refunding certain bonded indebtedness, which plan
would automadically suspend for a period of five years the
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collection of taxes levied on farm property to meet the in-
terest and principal on this bonded indebtedness. .

The plan does not apply to all bonded indebtedness of
farm communities, but it does apply to drainage and other
districts where the districts have been unable to meet the
interest or principal owing to the inability of the farmers
resident in the district to pay their taxes. The suspension
of taxes, which, of course, are local taxes, is brought about
automatically by reason of deferred interest payments and
extended time of payments on principal. In other words,
under the provisions of this bill drainage and other districts
in distress may refund their operations, may suspend the
collection of taxes for a period of five years, and may extend
the period for which the bonded indebtedness is to run to not
exceeding 40 years, thereby making it possible to greatly
lighten the burden on the farmers resident in the distressed
district.

The plan is simple. Under section 1, the Secretary of the
Interior is authorized to lend, out of a revolving fund which
this bill creates, to any such district or legal entity an
amount sufficient to redeem bonds and meet accrued inter-
est under restrictions imposed by this bill and under regula-
tions administered by the Secretary of the Interior.

It will be noted that under section 3 loans are not made to
individual farmers, but that loans can be made only to dis-
tricts which are political subdivisions and legal entities ex-
isting under and by virtue of the laws of the State where
located. It will be noted that the same section also pro-
vides that no loan shall be made by the Secretary until, by
examination of the engineering works of the district, he has
satisfied himself that the drainage works are operating with
reasonable success and are giving the lands designed to be
benefited a reasonable degree of relief.

The Secretary is further required to make an appraisal of
the value of the taxable property of each district applying
for a loan, and he is to make no loan until he is satisfied
that it can be and will be paid at maturity.

Section 3 also carries a safeguard against any speculation
in outstanding bonds, by restricting the loan which may be
made to any district to an amount which could be and would
be paid at maturity, even though that amount may be much
less than the face value of the outstanding bond which it is
proposed to refund. In a word, the Secretary is not to lend
an amount in excess of the actual value of the outstanding
bonds.

Section 4 carries the necessary provisions for safeguarding
the loan, such as the requirements for the setting up of the
annual tax to provide an adequate sinking fund, and that
said sinking fund must be deposited in the Treasury of the
United States.

Section 5 provides that these loans shall be made for a
period of not exceeding 40 years, the exact period in each
case to be determined by the Secretary of the Interior.

. 'This same section provides that these loans shall bear
interest at a rate of 3 per cent, payable annually.

Section 5 also provides (and this is one of the most im-
portant provisions as a relief measure) that during the first
five years of the loan the inferest shall accrue and be pay-
able during the succeeding years of the loan in equal annual
installments. .

This section further provides that these loans shall be
secured to the Government by the issuance and delivery to
the Secretary of the Treasury by the applying district re-
funding bonds payable to the United States in the amount
of the loan, and it shall appear on the face of each bond
that it is a lien on the taxable property within the district
securing the loan.

It is further provided, as a safeguard, that no district
may issue additional bonds for any purpose without having
first obtained the written consent of the Secretary of the
Interior, so long as this indebtedness remains unpaid.

Section 7 limits the extent of this relief by creating a
revolving fund and limiting the annual appropriations
thereunder to $20,000,000, the total amount of the revolving
fund so created being $100,000,000, to be appropriated at the
rate of $20,000,000 a year for five years,
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The appropriateness of this form of relief is found in the
fact that local taxes are the greatest source of distress
throughout the farming areas of every State in the Union,
and in the further fact that the tax levied in these drain-
age and other similar districts is greater than all other local
taxes. In many cases, it has been shown by testimony
before our committee, the taxes for drainage and similar
bonded indebtedness is greater than all State and local
taxes combined. Therefore, to permit a refunding of these
operations on a plan that would give the residents of these
distressed districts a practical moratorium for five years
on all taxes for drainage and similar purposes, and there-
after to provide for a low rate of interest and to provide
further for a long-term extension of credit, would be to
provide a very sane and effective relief.

That there is very great need for this relief has been
shown to our committee by the testimony of scores of
witnesses from some 25 or 30 States throughout the Union.
The testimony shows that the farmers residing in these
districts are in a sense victims of civilization. They have
had forced upon them by circumstances over which they
had no control, or, at least, little control, expensive im-
provements which, all combined, have made a burden they
could not bear—a burden so large that to-day, the testi-
mony before our committee shows, hundreds of thousands
of deserving farmers are losing their homes and having
their lands sold out from under them to pay their drainage
taxes. They have to meet taxes for roads, which, in many
instances, have been voted upon them by the residents of
cities, Those who have agitated the rapid building of
roads—and this includes the farmer himself—seldom have
considered how much of a road tax the farmer could in
comfort pay. The agitation for good roads, beginning with
the part that the Federal Government has taken in it, the
further part taken by State governments, and also the part
that is taken by the chambers of commerce of cities, has
constituted an irresistible propaganda that has given us the
roads but also a great burden of taxes.

The same is true in the matter of schools, The agitation
for larger and better country schools—the movement for the
consolidated school district—has emanated, to a large ex-
tent, from the residents of the large cities, who have given
little thought to, and who have had little knowledge of, the
burden that a consolidated school district puts upon a strug-
gling farmer. Roads and schools are a part of civilization.
So is drainage. So is irrigation. But drainage is necessary
in order fo get the land to yield a living to its occupants.
The same is true of irrigation. The living must precede
everything else. The farmer could not escape drainage and
irrigation. He might have taken his roads and his schools
in smaller doses. If left to his own judgment, doubtless he
would have done so; but both roads and schools were urged
upon him by his neighbors and his fellow citizens and forced
upon him by the collective action of all the citizens of his
State. Dr®inage and irrigation were forced upon him by
nature itself.

It has seemed to our committee that the relief of condi-
tions like these is fundamental and would constitute an im-
portant step in practical farm relief.

Of course, not all farm taxes can be relieved, but under
the plan provided in this bill the largest single item of local
taxes can be so reduced as to make the burden light enough
to be borne without distress.

The demand for relief for drainage districts comes from a
farm population of approximately 5,000,000, which, according
to the census of 1920, lives within these districts.

The average size of their holdings is about 65 acres. They
have their all invested in their farms. In some districts, it
has been shown to our committee, thousands of farmers
have lost everything because of their inability to meet their
drainage taxes. In some areas 60 per cent of the farm pop-
ulation has been dispossessed, their land having been taken
for taxes.

The relief provided in this bill would be readily available
and would help the conditions known to exist in consider-

able areas of 34 different States of the Union.
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Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, the necessity for the passage
of H. R. 4650 is so great that the proponents of this bill have
filed the petition as provided by the rules of the House asking
that the Rules Committee be discharged and that the bill be
considered upon its merits, Therefore a discussion of the
merits of the bill is proper before a vote is taken on the
motion to discharge the committee.

The problem dealt with in this bill has been diligently
studied by the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation
for the last few years. During this time the committee of
the Seventieth and Seventy-first Congresses, as well as the
present committee, conducted extensive hearings in an effort
to determine whether there is a real need for this proposed
legislation, and whether the need is national in ifs scope
and a proper field for national legislation.

The hearings revealed that in at least 34 States of this
Union progressive and patriotic citizens, largely in response
to the demand of the Government for a greater production
of food and other agricultural products during the World
War, undertook upon their own initiative and responsibility
the task of reclaiming from the swamp areas many millions
of acres of land in the valleys of the Mississippi River and
its tributaries. In the arid and semiarid States of the
West great irrigation projects were launched by citizens
prompted by the same patriotic desire to serve their country
in time of need, and to add to the aggregate wealth of the
country.

To accomplish these purposes it was necessary in all of the
States that there be concerted action and, accordingly, the
citizens of the various States proceeded under their own
laws to organize improvement districts varying in size and
area according to the location and the purposes to be served.
Some are purely irrigation districts, some are drainage dis-
tricts, some are levee districts, and some combine all of these
activities. At the time most of these districts were organized
agriculture, as was practically every other business, was
enjoying prosperity, and agricultural products were selling
at a price sufficiently above the cost of production to justify
the landowners to undertake this additional expense of
improvement. At that time it could not be foreseen that
within a few years the price of agricultural products would
drop to the unprecedented levels that exist to-day.

In the organization of these districts, and for the purpose
of carrying out the improvements contemplated, it was nec-
essary to issue bonds and other evidences of indebtedness in
order to raise money. These bonds were issued, and their
payment was guaranteed by a pledge of assessed benefits
against the land within the district, or by a pledge of the
taxing power of the district, so that there was placed behind
these bonds the full value of the lands and the improvements
thereon within the particular district, as well as the taxing
power which in some States covered all property of every
kind and character situated in the districts.

In most instances the work contemplated and executed by
the districts accomplished the purpose intended and many
millions of acres of land were reclaimed and added to the
aggregate wealth of our country. Hardy and patriotic cit-
jzens founded their homes upon these lands and proceeded
to develop the lands and build schools, churches, roads, and
all other things necessary to contribute to the general wel-
fare and prosperity of the States in which the districts are
situated. In most cases the districts were functioning prop-
erly, and it was thought by all that these citizens had
wrought well and had accomplished much, not only for their
individual benefit but for the benefit of the Nation. The
time came and has prevailed since 1926, with the unprece-
dented decline in values of agricultural products, until now
many of these districts are in default, and these same cit-
izens who had apparently planned so well and who had
discharged a patriotic duty now face the prospect of losing
their all. The obligations of these districts are first liens
upon the property situated therein and must be discharged
if this calamity to a considerable portion of the citizens
of this country is to be avoided. There are more than
5,000,000 people residing in these districts and earning their
living from these lands, but they have reached the parting
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of the ways. It is necessary now that relief be given these
citizens or they will lose the homes they have established
and be forced to seek employment elsewhere or to join the
ever-increasing horde of unemployed. This is no imaginary
menace to the well-being of this country. Foreclosures have
been instituted and are now pending in a great many of
these districts, and unless the National Government, through
its power given by the Constitution, extends to them a help-
ing hand economic ruin and disaster will inevitably follow.

It is known that people who have followed for a consid-
erable number of years agricultural pursuits, when forced
to abandon that vocation usually drift to the cities and in
the course of years they and their families lose their status
as producers of wealth and become consumers of wealth,
Gentlemen may argue that we have an overproduction of
agricultural products in this country now, but there is no
such thing as a general overproduction of necessities. Pro-
duction can only be measured by the desires of humankind,
and no one in this country is satisfied with the things that
he possesses. Better homes are in demand, better schools
are needed, better roads are required, and in general a higher
plane of living is sought by us all. These things can not be
acquired if production is stopped or hampered, and from an
economic standpoint this Nation can ill afford to fail to
render to these people this relief.

Under the provisions of this bill this relief can be afforded.
It is not a gift. It is not a contribution. It is merely an
extension of credit. The Government does not stand to lose
one penny by the extension of this credit. Under the terms
of the bill the governing authorities of the districts are em-
powered under the supervision of the Secretary of the In-
terior to negotiate with the holders of these securities and
reach an agreement with them as to the present value of the
securities. When this has been determined, if the investiga-
tion of the Secretary of the Interior reveals that the public
works of the district are properly functioning, and if there
exists the economic value as agreed upon, then he is author-
ized to advance to the governing authorities of the district
a sum of money sufficient to liquidate the outstanding
indebtedness.

To secure the payment of the advance so made he takes
back from the governing authorities of the district the
undertaking or bonds of the district conditioned that the
district will pay into the Treasury of the United States
during a period of time not to exceed 40 years the money
advanced to the district with interest at 3 per cent. In-
vestigation reveals that the bondholders in many districts
are willing to make material concessions and to accept in
payment a sum much less than the face value of the bonds
now against the districts. While it is not the desire of
anyone that any investor shall lose money, the investor is
facing one of two alternatives. He can either negotiate
with the governing authorities of the districts, or they can
resort to foreclosure and take the homes of these people,
and either return these lands to the arid wastes or swamps
from which they were reclaimed, or they may enter upon
the farms and cultivate them en masse and thus destroy
the little home owner and the little farm, and convert these
immense areas into an agricultural country operated by a
great corporation. Certainly no one desires that this con-
dition shall be brought about, and it appears to me that
this Congress would be derelict in its duty if it sits idly
by and permits such to happen.

Gentlemen may argue that this is a bill designed for
the relief of bondholders. It is not such a bill. It is true
that the bondholders may and will derive benefits from it,
but the bondholders have behind their bonds now the re-
sources of these districts, and the.conditions are such that
the people residing in the districts can not pay the obliga-
tions, and in the last analysis this bill is prl.manly for the
relief of the individual landowner.

Gentlemen may argue that this is class legislation and
that to extend aid to the landowner in the district will be
giving him an advantage over the landowner who lives out-
side the district, but such is not the case. These improve-
ments, particularly in levee and drainage districts, are im-
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provements that benefit in a measure the entire country
and all of the adjoining lands, and the man on the outside
of the district receives a benefit by having an outlet estab-
lished for the drainage of his lands and still does not have
to meet the special improvement taxes. Instead of being a
discrimination it is a bill that will establish equality, be-
cause when you relieve these lands from this devouring
burden of special-improvement taxes you place that par-
ticular landowner on the same plane as the adjoining land-
owner whose property is not mortgaged for the payment of
these taxes.

The bill further provides that during the first five years
after a district is given the relief that no special drainage,
levee, or irrigation taxes shall be due, except such as may be
sufficient to maintain and keep in operation the public works
therein, thus giving in a measure a period of five years to
these oppressed landowners in which to rehabilitate their
farms and reconstruct farm improvements, and to free them-
selves of their other local indebtedness. No greater task
confronts this Congress or this Government than that of
extending to the American farmer the opportunity in which
he may by his initiative and industry rehabilitate himself.
Agriculture, if given an opportunity, will rehabilitate itself.
We have enacted the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
act. We are extending to every financial institution in this
land the benefit of the resources of the Government, and the
time appears opportune to extend to these depressed farm-
ers, these 5,000,000 people, the same manner of help and
relief that we are extending to the financial structures of
this country.

The enactment of this bill will afford practical relief to the
unemployment situation of our Nation. If we can, by the
passage of this bill, prevent the addition of these millions to
the unemployed of this counftry, we shall have rendered a
great service. The direct benefit which the farmer will re-
ceive from this bill can be measured by his tax receipt.
These improvement taxes to-day constitute by far the major
portion of the taxes which the farmer is called upon to pay.
Its passage will give to that farmer a ray of sunshine,

It will kindle anew in him a hope and spur him on to
greater endeavor, and result finally in the saving to him and
to his family the home that they have carved out of the
wilderness or have established upon the arid wastes. At
the same time it will restore to the local tax books, State
and county, this property and give to the local government
a source of revenue.

We have within the last few years heard much about farm
relief. This bill constitutes and is the foundation for real
farm relief to a substantial number of real dirt farmers.
There is nothing hazy nor mysterious about it. It is prac-
tical. It is workable. If carries every safeguard against
speculation. It provides a means whereby those whose
homes have already been jeopardized and temporarily lost
may redeem those homes and may recoup their life’'s work.
In operation the bill is direct and the relief will be readily
available.

There are 4,631,155 acres in drainage projects in Arkansas
alone; 2,614,427 acres of this area are improved land, 4,435,
280 acres are sufficiently well drained to raise a crop,
609,211 acres fit for a partial crop, and only 586,664 acres
unfit because of lack of drainage.

There are 2,940,035 acres in occupied farms and, in 1930,
2,425,632 acres were actually in planted erops.

There are 4,974 miles of ditches and an invested capital
of $37,532,575.

There are 316 drainage districts in the State, with an
average of 18,243 acres.

Thirty-two per cent is in arrears on payments of principal
and interest, meaning that in 1930 there were 1,001,260 acres
delinquent.

Ninety-eight per cent were organized between 1905 and
1925; 2 per cent have been organized since.

The average cost of maintenance and operation in 1929
was 4 cents per acre.

Our Government has already undertaken work of a very
similar nature. Hon. Ray Lyman Wilbur, Secretary of the
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Interior, in his book on Conservation, published in 1931, at
page 13, says: ,

Irrigation from a Government standpoint is handled by the
Reclamation Service, in the Department of the Interior, which is
custodian of a revolving fund amounting on June 30, 1931, to
$151,604. This fund is used for the development of irrigation proj-
ects in the West. The Reclamation Service develops these projects
and they afterwards return the money, which is put into new proj-
ects. There are 25 of these Federal irrigation projects, frrigating
one and one-half million acres divided into 40,000 farms. The crop
value on them in 1930 was £65,000,000, and they support a popula-
tion of nearly half a million people. The fund was created in 1902,
when much of the land to be reclalmed was Government land.

Further, on page 29, this same official says:

There are three units in the entire Colorado River project, the
Hoover Dam, the power houses, and the All-American Canal—with
& total authorization of $185,000,000. The canal will be 200 miles
down the river, will cost $38,500,000, and will be big enough to
float a ship drawing 20 feet of water. It will carry water to desert
lands in southern California, replacing the present international
ditch, and will be the biggest irrigation canal ever built. The
money for all of this will be advanced by the Government. The
cost of the dam, power plant, and appurtenant works will be re-
paid with interest from power sales, contracts for which are al-
ready signed. The cost of the All-American Canal will be repaid
by the water users benefited.

Further, on page 154, the same official says:

Gradually, with the development of a more intelligent under-
standing of the fundamental problems, we have acquired new
conceptions of continental conservation. Conservation is a term
around which much confusion has lain. Conservation means wisa
use. Wise use means that a natural asset shall be used for the
proper purpose and at the right time. Conservation does not
mean the hoarding of national resources for a hazy indefinite
future. It does mean intelligent and thoughtful planning for
every resource of our continent,

On page 164 of the same book the distinguished Secretary
says:

We must distribute urban population over wider areas as rapidly
as we can.

If, as a national policy, we must distribute urban popula-
tion, would it not be wiser to take steps now to prevent the
flow of rural population to the urban centers?

On page 173 he continues:

The public-land States include that vast arid portion of the
country where farming i{s not possible without irrigation. Con-
gress early recognized this essential difference from the rest of the
country where settlement under the homestead laws brought about
full agricultural development and enacted the desert land and
Carey acts to supplement the homestead law. Under these private
laws by private and community effort the essential agricultural
development of the West received its first impetus. The limit of
development by private enterprise was reached when the low-
water flow of the streams was all appropriated and it became
necessary to provide storage of the floods to be held for use during
the dry season. The high cost and long development period of
these large projects made them prohibitive from the standpoint
of comparatively short-term investments, and many well-inten-
tioned efforts in this direction resulted in total loss of Investment
not only by the promoters but by thousands of settlers as well.
This led to the enactment of the reclamation act, designed to make
possible in the arid States the building up of farm population
and production in fair proportion to steadily increasing wurban
population of those States based upon mining, lumbering, and,
along the coast, shipping and industrial pursuits.

The bill under consideration does not apply to Federal
reclamation projects but applies only to private enterprises,
and because of the high cost of the development the people
who have undertaken this work now face the possibility of
their total investment being lost, and this applies to the
farmers’ homes as well as to the bondholders. Therefore,
following the reasoning of the distinguished Secretary, it is
now necessary, if this calamity is to be averted, that the
Federal Government extend aid to these non-Federal
projects.

Speaking further along the same lines, on page 175, he
says:

Although the development of Federal reclamation is of tre=
mendous importance to the West, the value of crops grown on ir-
rigated lands in these projects is only three-fourths of 1 per
cent of the total crop value of the Nation. Fundamentally, it
may be sald that reclamation has surmounted the barriers of
aridity, controlled and converted for useful purposes the menace
of the flood, pushed back the frontiers of the desert, and

subordinated them all to the services of the purposes of our fore-
fathers in their efforts to establish permanent homes and pros-
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‘perous communities on the public domain. The irrigation of the
arid and semiarid portion of the West is proportions of
increasing significance as knowledge and experience enlarge the
useful fleld of our first endeavors and reveal the multiplicity of
problems involved in the development and protection of every
project. Drainage, colonization, flood confrol, erosion, power, and
kindred subjects have in fact, or should become, major pleces in
the mosaic which is now the Reclamation Service.

On page 178, in speaking of the work and recommenda-
tions of the committee appointed by the President, he says:

Much has been accomplished toward flood control by projects
.already constructed primarily for irrigation, and the Hoover Dam
project will reach the apex of achievement for the arid West in
that respect. But the far-reaching benefits of each successful
project in the protection of the lands below the impounding
works serve only to intensify recognition of the immensity of the
fields still unoccupied. None of the public-land States is Iree
from the danger and devastations of floods, but the flood which
wipes out a prosperous community or destroys an area in an
agricultural district is a national and regional as well as a State
calamity, varying in importance only to the extent of the prop-
erty destroyed and the number of livés wasted. Whether it be
the Mississippl at flood with its dreadful potentialities or the Rio
Grande above the Elephant Butte or the Colorado above Black
Canyon after that project has been completed or any stream in
the West subject to the same destructive forces in flood time as
are these great river systems, the principle that the problem of
control ‘18 national and regional as well as State remains, and the
same should be recognized.

Therefore, it seems to be recognized by those in high
authority that the problems embraced in this bill are na-
tional in their scope. If they are national, then the Con-
gress should act to save the agricultural districts that are
now supporting a population of more than 5,000,000 people.

If it is wise for the National Government to advance a
total of $316,964,000 to afford relief to 40,000 farms, with a
population of only 500,000 people, is it not wise for the Gov-
ernment to advance the sum carried in this bill to save many
thousands of acres, upon which more than 5,000,000 people
live? There is no difference between the wiping ouf of an
agricultural district and the destruction of the hopes and
ambitions of its people by a flood than by a failure of thz
Government to act in a time of necessity.

The learned author further reviews the effort and the
legislation of the National Government in extending relief to
the landowners in the arid and semiarid West, and further
says, beginning on page 243:

Then, finally, in 1902 the Federal reclamation act, under which
the Government advanced the money for projects too big to be
otherwise handled, came Iinto being. It has brought water to
various sagebrush plains from Canada to Mexico, and has dis-
tributed under careful supervision the fertile lands which, before
it waved its wand, were barren wastes,

In that policy the Government was farsighted. If took the
initiative and said to those people: “ We will develop your
project, and you can repay upon terms that will permit you
to live and rear a family.” The only difference is that the
people which it is intended to benefit by this bill took the
initiative and started the projects. They would have carried
on had not this depression come. It came; and the question
is now whether they should be discriminated against because
they had the initiative and desire to develop the resources
of this country or whether they should have set idly by and
drifted hither and thither, waiting for the Government to
take the initiative and build these levees and drainage canals.

Further, in speaking of the necessity to conserve and to
protect our tillable land, the distinzuished Secrefary said:

The sand largsly has run through the hourglass for agricultural
lands on the public domain.

That statement is literally true, and the sand has run and
is running now through the hourglass for the saving of
homes of more than 5,000,000 people in 34 States in this
land. Unless this Congress heeds the urgent call for help,
in my opinion, it will be neglecting its duty to conserve the
resources of our great country, to aid unemployment, to stop
the drift from the farm to the city, and in fact, will strike a
blow at the continued development of the resources of this
great land.

Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the
House, I desire to discuss with you the bill H. R. 4650, com-
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monly known and referred to as the Glenn-Smith bill, which
is now before the House for consideration.

It was my privilege during the first two years of my ex-
perience 1n Congress to be a member of the Committee on
Irrigation and Reclamation, which considered various bills
referred to it, and the drafting of this bill carried with it
the best thoughts contained in each of the bills introduced.

First, I desire to state that this bill affects possibly more
people in the United States than any other one bill that is
now before Congress. The bill vitally affects 35 States in
this Union. The committee drafted this bill and reported it
through its chairman, Mr. AppisoNn T. SmiteH, which had
the unanimous indorsement of the committee, and we fully
expected to get a hearing on this bill during the last session
of Congress, :

We petitioned the Rules Committee for a rule for the con-
sideration of this bill, and the petition presented to the
Rules Committee contained 135 names of Members of Con-
gress who were vitally interested in the passage of this bill.
To our surprise, after three days of pleading with the Rules
Committee, we were denied a rule on this bill during the last
session of Congress so that it could be considered and passed.

The bill was reintroduced this year in practically the same
form as it was last year and with only a few minor amend-
ments., I understand that it was presented this time to
Congress with the unanimous report of each member' of this
committee. }

The chairman, Mr. RoBerT S. Hari, of Mississippi, has
used every effort to get the bill before this session of Con-
gress for consideration. He applied to the Rules Committee
for a rule for the consideration of this legislation, and I
understand that 218 Members of Congress petitioned the
Rules Committee for a rule for the consideration of this
measure and we have been denied a rule by them for the
consideration of this important legislation.

We have resorted now to the only remedy left, by filing a
petition with the Clerk and asking for 145 Members to in-
dorse this petition to take it out of the possession of the
Rules Committee for a consideration of the bill on the floor
of the House, and that number has been signed to this
petition. Now we ask you to sustain this petition and bring
the bill to a final passage. We plead with you to do it.

It is not my disposition, and I would not under any cir-
cumstances criticize any member of the Rules Committee
or any other committee for his action with reference to any
measure, but it is my candid opinion that if the Rules Com=-
mittee had given this bill the careful consideration that the
committee has, or had read the hearings before this com-
mittee showing the emergency for this legislation, that they
would not have denied us a rule for the consideration of it.

I want to take up the bill, first, and discuss it section by
section, and it is my opinion that every objection that any-
one may offer to this bill can be answered by those of us
who have made a careful study of this measure.

Section 1 of this bill provides that—

The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to loan, out of the
revolving fund hereinafter created, to any such distriet or legal
entity an amount sufficient to redeem such bonds, certificates of
indebtedness, or lawful indebtedness, and unpaid judgments, war-
rants, and the accrued Interest thereon, In the manner and under
such restrictions and conditions as are hereinafter set forth.

It might be well here to state that at a time when the
Nation was prosperous many improvement districts were
formed by acts of the legislatures of the various States
and if conditions had prevailed as they were when the legis-
lation was first enacted, the taxes could have been met with-
out such a heavy burden being thrown on the landowners.
The most of these levy and drainage district bonds are bear-
ing 6 per cent interest. On account of the excessive over-
flows and droughts, it has been impossible for many people
to meet their levy and drainage district taxes and many
thousand acres of the finest land in the United States has
been forfeited for these taxes.

In one county in my district there are more than 60,000
acres of the very finest kind of lands that have forfeited for
their levy and drainage and general taxes, and have been
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bought in either by the levy or drainage districts or have
been forfeited to the State for the nonpayment of taxes.

Here is where the burden falls heavily upon those who do
pay; they are reguired to pay a larger tax in order that
county, State, and school taxes are kept up. You will re-
member that when an improvement district is formed all
the lands inside of the improvement district are pledged
for the payment of the money borrowed and the taxes ac-
cruing against it. If one man should pay his taxes on all
of his lands as they fall due, hoth levy and drainage district
and State, his lands are still in the district, and every acre
of them is bound for the payment of the full amount against
said district.

If one man could pay his taxes and be relieved of that bur-
den, then there would not be such a justification for this
kind of legislation. I will discuss this matter further before
the conclusion of my address.

Section 3 of this bill provides:

Loans shall be made only to the legally constituted authority
which has issued the bonds or its successor in interest, and not
unto it until the Secretary of the Interior has satisfled himself
by such examination of the engineering works, for which the legal
obligations were issued, as he may deem necessary, of the reason-
ably successful operation thereof, and that the lands designed to
be benefited by these works are receiving benefit to a reasonable
degree.

e'%'he of the Imterior shall make or cause to be made an
appraisal of the value of the taxable property of each district
making application for a loan as well as of its economic value, and
no loan may be made until the Secretary is satisfied it will be paid
at maturity.

Loans may be made annually or otherwise to take up the prin-
cipal of and/or accrued interest on the aforesaid bonds already
due and unpaid and/or as they become due: Provided, however,
That when the amount of the outstanding and unpaid bonds and
interest of any district is greater than the appraisal and/or the
value of the bonds which such district d issue under the
terms of this act, then the governing authority of such district,
subject to the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, is hereby
authorized and empowered to negotiate with the owners and hold-
ers of the outstanding bonds and other evidences of debts of any
such district for the purpose of compromising and reducing the
amount of existing indebtedness, both of principal and interest,
in any such district to an amount not greater than the appraisal
therein, and thereupon the Secretary of the Interior may loan
to such districts in the manner herein provided an amount suffi-
cient to pay off the bonds and other indebtedness so compromised
and reduced. : ;

This section of the bill very carefully protects the Gov-
ernment in making these loans. This section provides fur-
ther that the Secretary of the Interior shall either make or
cause to be made an appraisal of the valuation of the prop-
erty, and no loan shall be made until the Secretary is satified
that the loan will be paid at maturity.

This section further provides that when the outstanding
and unpaid bonds and interest of any district are greater than
the appraisal of the value of the bonds that the Secretary
of the Interior is authorized and empowered to negotiate
with the owners and holders of the outstanding bonds or
other evidences of debt for the purpose of compromising and
reducing the amount of the existing indebfedness, both of
the prinecipal and interest in any such district to an amount
not greater than the appraisal of said property. This pre-
vents anyone holding the bonds from receiving any more than
the actual value of their bonds at the time they are fo be
taken up.

In other words, if a bonded indebtedness has been fastened
on a district and the bonds are only worth 50 cents on the
dollar, and the Secretary of the Interior so finds, then be-
fore these bonds would be taken up and refunded the holder
of the bonds would have to reduce the amount to the sum
that it is found that the bonds were actually worth, and the
landowner would save this difference, which would help him
ouf of his trouble that he is now in.

Section 4 of the bill provides as follows:

That the Secretary of the Interior, before making the loan,

must be satisfied that satisfactory legal authority exists for and
ample provisions have been made to annually tax the taxable
property pledged as security or as subject to assessment for the
bonds issued sufficlent to pay the maintenance expenses of the
district for a period equaling the life of the loan and beginning
at the end of 10 years the annual taxes must be sufficient to
establish a sinking fund which will retire the loan at the ma-
turity dates fixed by the Secretary of the Interior. All money
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collected for the sinking fund must be deposited in the Treasury
of the United States to the eredit of tl?-?s dt’.b‘tt'n!'::I blft may be
transferred into the revolving fund by the Treasurer of the
United States on application by the Secretary of the Interior.

This section of the bill provides that beginning with the
10 yearsa:fte;thepassagenfthisactthereshaubestarted
a small sinking fund which will be amortized and carried
t.prough_t.he Temaining period of 30 years and will by that

e retire not only the interest b#t the bonds themselves
and leave the lands clear of debt,.

The most important section of the whole bill is section 5,
which reads as follows:

Imnsshallhemaderorapenodnotexceedmm . to be
determined by the Secretary of the Interior in gach m which
shall bear interest at a rate of 3 per cent per annum, payable an-
nually: Provided, however, That during the first five years of the
loan the interest shall acerue and be payable during the succeed-
ing years of the loan in equal annual installments.

Loans shall be secured by the issuance and delivery to the
Secretary of the Treasury by the legally constituted authority
refunding bonds payable to the United States in the amount of the
loan, and it shall be and appear on the face of each bond that
it is a lien on all the taxable property within sald district and/or
the benefits assessed against said property or said property which
may be subject to assessment for the payment of said bonds, and
the Secretary of the Interior shall fix the dates of the maturities
of sald bonds. That where such bonds are issued by a county
and it shall appear that under the laws of the State in which
such county is situated such bonds are direct and general obliga-
tions of the county issuing the same, and that provision is made
by law for the levying and collecting of taxes for the payment of
such bonds, it shall be sufficient if each bond on the face thereof
shall pledge the full faith and credit of such county: Provided
further, That no district may issue additional bonds for any pur-
pose without having first obtained the written consent of the
Secretary of the Interior as long as it is in debt hereunder.

Let me, if T can, give you a practical example or appli-
cation of this bill to an individual farmer living in my dis-
trict. We will say that he owns 1,000 acres of land, that are
in one of these improvement districts, and on account
of the heavy burden of taxation the improvement district
is now in the hands of a receiver. The usual rate of taxes
in these drainage and improvement districts is 6 per cent
and the farmer is required to pay that and not only that,
but he is also required to pay a further general tax for the
maintenance of the schools of the county and State govern-
ment.

This bill proposes to come to his rescue and to have these
levy and drainage district bonds refunded and to be carried
over a period of 40 years. For the first five years no interest
is to be paid at all. At the expiration of five years, he then
begins to pay a tax of 3 per cent and pays that tax for the
next five years. At the end of this time, or at the end of the
10 years, then a small sinking fund is started, which, car-
ried through a period of 30 additional years, will entirely
retire both the principal and interest of the bonded indebt-
edness. -

In other words, ltwil]beasavingoﬂpercentoninterest.
and the saving on interest also would much more than be
enough to mature the entire bonded indebtedness during the
period of time this bill is to run.

If this bill should pass and be signed by the President, it
would be a new day for agriculture in the United States.
The very best lands that we have in the United States are
involved in these drainage and improvement districts. Dur-
ing the 5-year period of time when no interest is to be paid,
the lands could be brought into a state of cultivation, and
at the end of the 10-year period, there would be no trouble
whatever for the farmers to meet this small tax.

Section 6 is a very important section of the bill also. Sec-
tion 6 provides as follows:

Whenever any district shall have sold any property in said dis-
trict for unpaid taxes and shall have bought in the same, and
shall hold the title to such land, then the Secretary of the In-
terior shall require, when any loan is made to said district, that
the district allow the owner at the time of such sale and purchase,
or his heirs at law, executors, administrators, or essigns, to re-
purchase said land within a reasonable time to be fixed by the
Secretary of the Interior for no greater sum than the taxzes for
which it was sold and purchased, plus taxes which have accrued
on the same since the date of said sale.

This provision in section 6 will enable many farmers to
gain back their lands that seemingly were lost forever. Not-
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withstanding any statuts of limitation that might have run
in any State before the Government would make the loan
which would require the district or bondholders to surrender
the lands back on the payment of the amount of taxes due
up to that time. This provision would enable many per-
sons to regain their lands that never could be regained in
any other way.

This bill provides for a 5-year period of making these
redemptions, and $20,000,000 each year would be used for that
purpose.

The Government could not possibly lose anythirg on one
of these loans because the lands involved in it and which
would be security for the loan are the best securities that
could be had.

We have in the State of Arkansas alone in the various
drainage and levy districts 2,183,015 acres of land involved
in the districts. Of this amount of land 1,231,787 acres are
in cultivation. The assessed valuation of the lands in these
districts is $20,689,454.23. There are 31,687 individual land-
owners of lands in these various districts.

The drainage taxes this year in our State amounted to
$1,844,779.79. Of this total amount of acreage in our levy
and drainage districts in my State we have 321,280 acres
that are now delinquent.

The total levy and drainage district bonds outstanding in
my State is now $21,706,424.87. From these figures, which
are similar to those in other States, you can readily see why
the landowners in my State are so vitally interested in the
passage of this act.

Many of these districts in my State have been formed to
aid in controlling the flood waters of the Mississippi and its
tributaries. In a great many instances tax burdens for flood
control have been placed against the lands of individuals—
much of which lie in my district—which should never have
been placed against the lands at all, but should have been
paid by the United States Government.

And certainly, when the Government finds the people in
such distress as they are now, it certainly should be willing
to come to their rescue with a reasonable proposition that
the Government could never lose a dollar on.

The National Government in the past laid out what is
classed as a standard levee, that it created to protect other
lands before the standard levee as proposed by the engineers
of the War Department was built. It was necessary that the
owners take care of the flood water, and they found that
the natural outlet was in Desha County, through Cypress
Creek drainage system, which system appears to have been
formed by natural sources many years before any levee con-
struction had been undertaken.

About the year 1910 this survey was undertaken by the
Department of Agriculture, and soon after the completion
of the survey a bill was introduced in the Arkansas Legisla-
ture creating the Cypress Creek district. The preamble of
that bill recited that the drainage district was being con-
structed for the purpose of closing Cypress Creek Gap,
thereby making it possible for the Government to build its
standard levee for the purpose of controlling the waters of
the Mississippi, which formed part of the flood control.

The property owners were told, and it was generally un-
derstood by all the property owners, that the standard levee
anticipated the highest possible stage that could exist and
that they would have protection forever from the ravages of
the Mississippi River.

The Cypress Creek drainage project was financed, so far
as the survey was concerned, by the Department of Agri-
culture, and the act which created the district provided that
the levee district might use its funds in assisting in this
project. In other words, both the levee and drainage acts
anticipated a levee system and not a drainage system.

In order that the settlement waters might be carried on
through to artificial outlets the people of Checo County
formed a similar project, taxing their lands under the
project which was to protect themselves from the Mississippi
River.

Legislation from time to time carried the legislative dec-
laration that these lands would be greatly enhanced in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

6961

value and thus authorized the expenditure. These lands
were taxed first to build a levee, which levee was constructed
to aid navigation and agricultural industry, the Government
putting up $2 to aid navigation and the property owner
putting up $1 to aid agriculture.

In addition to this the landowners have put up a very
heavy drainage tax in order to help the levee, which levee
was intended to assist the economic conditions of the vicinity
saved by the levee.

I can not conceive how Congress, that has gone to the ex-
treme limit of helping every other class of industry, can in
this hour of distress turn a deaf ear to agriculture and
refuse to come to the relief of the many persons that are
now in distress on account of this burdensome tax, when
the relief could be given and the Government never lose
one dollar. g

It is my opinion that before we get out of the economic
depression that we are now in we must begin where aid is
so badly needed to bring agriculture and agricultural lands
back to their rightful use and value. Agriculture is the basis
of all our wealth, and when it fails everything else fails with
it and when it prospers everything else is prosperous.

I hope to see the day very soon when agricultural lands
will be free from debt, and when the price of the farmers’
commodities will at least bring the cost of production with
a reasonable rate of interest for the investments made, and
when this is done we will see better times and the dawn of a
new day.

The passage of this bill would do more to restore con-
fidence in agriculture than any measure that could possibly
pass this Congress, and I trust that every one of you will
find it in his heart to come to the rescue of this class of
persons and cast his ballot for this bill.

THE REVENUE BILL

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itzelf into Commitfee of the Whole House on the state of
fhe Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R.
10236, to provide revenue, equalize taxation, and for other
purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself into Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. BaNx-
HEAD in the chair.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I wish to submit a unani-
mous-consent request, and I ask for two minutes to do it.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRISP, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, when the
House voted on the first paragraph of the manufacturers’
sales tax title, it was understood that if that was elim-
inated a motion would be made to eliminate all the succeed-
ing paragraphs of that title dealing with the manufacturers’-
tax title of the bill.

‘We have disposed, by the adoption of the so-called Crisp
amendment, of matters that would remain in the title as a
special tax. There is no need of the other provisions in
the title dealing with the manufacturers’ tax title, so that
my unanimous-consent request is not to have the remaining
provisions read, but to strike them all from the bill, simply
leaving in the title the last section, which provides when
the special tax shall take effect, 30 days after the passage
of the bill. If that is granted all of the other sections in
the title will be eliminated, and we will resume considera-
tion of the bill on page 31 of the administrative features.

Mr. RANKIN. It was understood that they were to go
out.

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
object, will the gentleman from Georgia at this point tell
us whether or not he has made up his mind to demand a
separate vote on the oil amendment and the coal amend-
ment?

Mr. CRISP. They are all together in the same amend-
ment, and I have myself, as acting chairman of the com-
mittee, voted in some instances, in order to stand by my
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not reached any conclusion as to that, but I can say to the
genfleman from New York that I know of one member of
the committee who is going to demand a separate vote.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Does the gentleman at this point think
that the amendment would be divisible, so that we could
have a separate vote on the oil-tariff provision and also on
the coal-tariff provision? g

Mr, CRISP. If I may have my time extended for a couple
of minutes——

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the time of the gentleman be extended for five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRISP. Here is the parliamentary situation. In the
so-called Crisp amendment there was a special excise tax
levied on wort, malf sirup, and grape concentrates, and that
also included the tax on imported oils and gascline, and an
amendment was added to that Crisp amendment providing
for a tax on coal. When we get into the House, if we have a
separate vote on the Crisp amendment, and the amendment
should be rejected, in my judgment that would eliminate
from the bill the tax on wort, malt, lubricating oil, and on
coal, but it would not reach the tax on imported gasoline.
Why? Because if that amendment is rejected, then that
part of the bill which contained the tax on gasoline would
still be in the bill. I think that is the parliamentary situa-
tion.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Will the gentleman pursue that fur-
ther and state whether the reverse of that is true. Having
had the vote on the wort, malt, and so forth, could we have
a separate vote on the oil-tariff provision?

Mr. CRISP. From a parliamentary standpoint, I think
you could not.

Mr. O'CONNOR. It is very unfortunate, because some of
us want to find out how many Democrats are sitting on this
side of the aisle. That is why we wanf a separate vote
upon it.

Mr. RANKIN. This can be done, as I understand it. We
can get a vote on these propositions on a motion to recommit.

Mr. CRISP. You can.

Mr, RANKIN. Is the gentleman from Georgia willing to
go with us on a motion to recommit?

Mr. CRISP. I shall cross that bridge when we get to it.
The gentleman knows my personal views.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

Mr. HASTINGS. Will the gentleman indicate how far
down we go by this unanimous-consent request; how: much
we eliminate from the bill? We begin at section 602.

Mr. CRISP. Starting on page 229, at section 602, we go
down to section 619, on page 250, and the only thing left in
the bill is the title: _

This title shall take effect on the thirtieth day after the enact-
ment of this act.

That is, the tax contained in the bill on wort, grape con-
centrates, malt, and so forth, takes effect 30 days after the
enactment of the bill. All the rest is stricken out.

Mr. HASTINGS. And 619 would be retained in the bill?

Mr., CRISP, Yes.

Mr, HASTINGS. But everything between 602 and 619
would go out if the unanimous consent is granted?

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma, If unanimous consent is
granted, it is then the gentleman's purpose to go back to the
front of the bill and start in where we left off?

Mr. CRISP. On page 36, and try to dispose of those gaps
in between.

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, do I understand
the gentleman to say that we are going to put these Demo-
crats on record on these coal and oil provisions?

Mr. CRISP. 1 did not say that.

Mr. RANKIN. I will say yes.

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Unless I am assured of that vote
I shall object to the request.
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Mr. CRISP. Oh, this does not affect that in the slightest,
I hope the gentleman will not object. What is the use of
reading these matters and then striking them out as you
come to them? I ask that they all be stricken out now.
That is all I ask.

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Under those conditions I with-
draw my objection.
yiB{[dr“; RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

)

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

Mr. RAMSEYER. We are on title 4. T understand a sub-
committee of the Committee on Ways and Means is working
on some excise taxes to raise the revenue which would have
been raised by the manufacturers’ excise tax.

Mr. CRISP. That is correct.

Mr. RAMSEYER. I understand the subcommittee is not
yet ready to report to the full committee.

Mr. CRISP. It is not.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Will whatever of excise taxes the Ways
and Means Committee decides to report to the House come
in under title 4?

Mr. CRISP. I think that is the proper place for them.
They will be before the House for its consideration open to
amendment, and it will be within the province of the House
to strike them out. This request is made to expedite matters.

Mr. RAMSEYER. And if the unanimous consent is
granted, the gentleman intends, then, to go to page 36, and
come back to title 4, and then offer the amendments the
committee has agreed on.

Mr. CRISP. As soon as the committee has their recom-
mendations ready—and I hope the committee may be able
to reach some conclusion to-morrow—they will be brought
in. The committee is honestly and sincerely seeking to
bring in a program that will be acceptable to the House to
try to balance the Budget. We are not trying to bring in
any program that might show disappointment, spleen, or
that would cause embarrassment to anybody.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from
Georgia has again expired.

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman have five minutes more.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I demand the regular
order.

The CHAIRMAN. The regular order is, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from Georgia?

Mr, STAFFORD. I want to discuss the merits of that
proposal.

The CHATRMAN. The attention of the gentleman from
Georgia is called to the fact that the Clerk has not yet read
paragraph (e) on page 229. Does the gentleman wish to
include that in his request?

Mr. CRISP. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

I do not see how any Member of the House can object to
this request. It was the judgment of the House that all of
that title was to be stricken out, and this request is simply
to do that, instead of having to read it and then move to
strike out each paragraph,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Crisp] asks unanimous consent that the further reading of
all of the bill, beginning at paragraph (e) on page 229 down
to and including section 618 on page 250, shall be stricken
from the bill.

Is there objection?

Mr. SCHAFER. Reserving the right to object, in order
to propound a question, did I correctly understand the gen-
tleman to indicate that when the Doughton amendment was
adopted the manufacturers’ sales tax title was to be stricken
out? If that is so, why did not that motion strike out the
tax on lubricating oils, and so forth, on page 228; because,
in regard to those taxes, the bill reads:

In the case of the following articles the tax imposed by this title
shall be in the following rates.

Mr. CRISP. I have tried to answer the gentleman with
regard to that matter. These items were in that title, but
they were not under the 2% per cent manufacturers’ tax.
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They were not invelved in the manufacturers’ tax at all, but
they happen to have been incorporated in that title of the
bill, and they had a specific excise tax levied against them.
The understanding of the House did not include striking out
those items but only everything that would be reguired to
pay the regular 2% per cent manufacturers’ tax.

Now. I can add nothing to that statement.

Mr. SCHAFER. If the gentleman’s unanimous-consent
request is granted, then the Federal Government will be able
to issue a certificate giving a clean bill of health to the
Capones and other racketeers manufacturing 9 per cent beer
from brewers’ wort, which is legalized in this section, in
direct conflict with the Volstead Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objecticn.

The Clerk read as follows:

(b) Fiscal year ending in 1932: For credit against the tax of
amounts of tax pald for a fiscal year beginning in 1931 and ending
in 1932, see section 132.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out
the last word.

Mr. Chairman, along the line of the colloquy between the
acting chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means and
several Members with reference to oil and coal, I wish to
make this observation, and I make it because of the refer-
ence made by & number of the newspapers throughout the
country to the consideration that this bill has received in
the House up to date; In my opinion, we will pass a bill
which will approximate the greatest amount of satisfaction
under existing conditions. There is nothing about the situa-
tion to date that disturbs me. We have had our fight.
Men have honestly differed on the excise provisions. Per-
sonally I was opposed to it in principle. I never believed in
a tax on the necessaries of life, but I felt that what was left,
under the circumstances, under the law of necessity, com-
pelled us to proceed in that direction; but Members honestly
differed, and the matter is out of the bill and we are going
ahead with a determination to balance the Budget, because
practically all of us realize that that is necessary. We also
realize that the people of the country are demanding that
the Budget for 1933 be balanced. The unfortunate feature
about this bill is the tariff provisions. I recognize that those
from oil districts and from coal districts are interested, but
until we get out of this bill those two tariff provisions a
suspicion will be attaching against this bill during its entire
progress through the House and, if the bill passes the House
with those two provisions in it, when it gets over to the
other body.

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. As I understand, this is a tax bill to raise
revenue.

Mr. McCORMACK. For the Treasury.

Mr. RANKIN. And not a protective tariff bill?

Mr. McCORMACK. Absolutely not a protective tariff bill.

Mr. RANKIN. But if we leave those two tariff provisions
in the bill, the one on oil and the one on coal, will it not be
an invitation to every man on the floor of the House who has
something in his distriect which he wants to protect to be
offering an amendment to put a tariff on it?

Mr. McCORMACEK. Absolutely. But my brief observa-
tion is not to create controversy but to make a slight
observation. 3 :

I have confidence that we will pass a good bhill, and the
people of the country ought to realize that this House is
operating rationally now. We are going along with a deter-
mination to balance the Budget. The two provisions in the
bill with reference to a tariff should be eliminated, and at the
proper time I hope we will be in a parliamentary condition
that a proper motion can be made to that affect, in order
that a revenue bill will pass the House.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes.

Mr;, CLARKE of New York. Why is not the proper pro-
cedure, just as we did in previous sessions, to have an emer-
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gency tariff brought before us on a straight-out, square, and
fair issue, instead of having it inserted in a revenue
measure?

Mr. McCORMACE. I agree with the gentleman and I
thank him for his observation.

We want to perform our duty. We want to try to pass.a
revenue bill. We want to do it for the purpose of driving
out fear and instilling confidence, and the House of Repre-
sentatives, in my opinion, is going to do its duty.

‘We are going to pass a bill which will balance the Budget
in as fair a way as it is humanly possible under the cir-
cumstances. However, its success depends upon removing
the tariff provisions relating to oil and coal from the bill.
[Applause.]

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr., Chairman and gentlemen of the
committee, from now on I am not going to allow these state-
ments to go unchallenged. I had hoped that we would let
pass the water that has gone over the wheel. I had hoped
that when we returned to page 36 we would go on with this
bill in an orderly way. That is what we ought to do.

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes.

Mr. CRISP. May I earnestly join in that hope and re-
quest that we go back to page 36 of the bill and read the
bill in an orderly way.

Mr. HASTINGS. If we can do that I am ready to stop
now. We had our fight over this oil provision, and I chal-
lenge any man to a debate upon the merits of the question.
It is as meritorious a provision as any in the bill anywhere.
[Applause.] It is a revenue measure. I want to say to
Members who keep continually attacking it that the oil pro-
vision is as defensible as any provision in the bill. [Ap-
plause.] I clearly showed, when the provision was under
discussion, that it will bring $43,000,000 of revenue to a de-
pleted Treasury. It will help the unemployment situation as
much as any other provision in the bill. It will help to re-
lieve a prostrate industry, All of this fight against the so-
calied tariff or excise provision in this bill is in behalf of
four of these big importers of cil from the South American
fleld. [Applause.] I am here to fight for the independents
and speak for the little producers in this country. I am
fighting for increased revenue, both for my State and for
the Nation.

I dislike to thrust myself continually into this debate.
But I might as well serve notice now that if we are going
to have to reargue this question fourteen times a day, we
are ready for the fight.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes.

Mr. BLANTON. And to show how little dependence we
can put upon the position taken by our friend from Oregon
[Mr. Hawiey]l, who in the last Congress was the chairman
of the Ways and Means Committee, it is enough to say that
he preached to and lectured us on the necessity of balancing
the Budget and for strict economy last Saturday and yet
this afternoon came in and voted for a $350,000,000 bill,
which we killed by a vote of nearly 2 to 1, and which had
it been passed would have made the balancing of the Budget
absolutely impossible.

Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes. :

Mr. McGUGIN. The gentleman from New York [Mr.
O'Connor] a while ago said that if we should allow this oil
provision to remain in the bill it would probably mean that
the Democratic convention at Chicago would denounce the
bill. I want to ask the gentleman this question: If he can
think of anything the Democratic Party could do which
would more completely result in its defeat in Texas and
Oklahoma than to do that?

Mr. HASTINGS. I did not pay enough aftention to the
gentleman’s question to be able to answer it, because I did
not want to go beside the mark and be divided. However,
I repeat that is a meritorious provision. It is one that will
raise revenue; it is one that is in the interest of the laboring
man and the farmer; it is one that is in the interest of the
independent producers; and it is one that is against those
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four big fellows who import oil from the South American
field and who are attempting to confrol the legislation.
[Applause.] ‘

Mr. OCONNOR. Mr. Chairman, unlike the gentleman
from Oklahoma, I am going to keep both feet on the ground.
I just want to reply to the request of the gentleman from
Georgia that we cease talking about the tariff on oil and
coal. Out of my loyaliy to the Democratic Party, whaose fate
has been jeopardized in this House within the past two
weeks, I do not propose to let what has been already said
go as the last word on those two embargo provisions in this
tax bill. I serve notice that you are going to hear about
these two Republican promises until this tax bill is passed
or defeated. [Applause.]

Some of us here still love our party. Some of us think
our party should conduct the affairs of this Government, I
would like fo see some fighting in behalf of this tax bill.
I would like to see people throw out their chests instead of
throwing out their stomachs. This is no time to mince
words when our party needs support. We are either Demo-
crats or we are not. We are not Democrats if we vote for
this bill with either one of those two provisions in it.

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. Q’'CONNOR. Yes.

Mr. RANKIN. Instead of being a tax-raising bill these
provisions will make it a bill to raise the price of coal and
oil to the American people to the extent of anywhere from
$250,000,000 to $500,000,600. It will penalize the American
people, and I am ready for the fight, too. i

Mr. O'CONNOR. The alleged tariffs on oil and coal will
not raise any revenue at all, and their proponents know
it. I can not conceive of the Democratic Party failing to
denounce these two tariff provisions in the Democratic Na-
tional Convention in June. I was not using loose words
when I said that, because I sincerely hope the men who
will attend that convention, if these two provisions are left
in the bill, will go so far as to denounce this tax bill as un-
democratic.

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'CONNOR. Yes.

Mr. SCHAFER. Is it not a fact that the two tariff pro-
visions which were so largely supported by the Democrats
are nearer an embargo than any provision in the Hawley-
Smoot tariff bill, which the Democrats have denounced from
this floor and throughout the country?

Mr. O'CONNOR. They are surely embargo measures.
There is no question abouf that. I do not think they will
stay in the bill, because I can not conceive of them staying
in the bill when the Democrafs recover their equilibrium.

Mr. HASTINGS. Then why is the gentleman so dis-
turbed?

Mr. O'CONNOR. I am disturbed at the attitude and the
harm already done to my party even by temporarily placing
them in the bill, and I am dicouraged at this ineffective and
sometimes effeminate fight that is being made for the tax
bill. Let us have a masculine defense of this bill. You ecan
not pass legislation here by submitting to everything sug-
gested or by mere expressions of good faith, love, and affec-
tion. Let us have some fight for the measure. If we must
put up a fight, let us put up a real one or else take the hill
back to the committee and let somebody else carry on the
fight.

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'CONNOR. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. As a Democrat, if these provi-
sions stay in the bill for coal and oil, I want some protection
for my lumber in Oregon.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Of course, the gentleman does.

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. And we propose to demand pro-
tection for our lumber. .

Mr. O'CONNOR. That is just the trouble with tariff log-
rolling. If Members were Representatives from their States
as they really are instead of being merely Representatives
of their States, we would have a unified national policy on
tariff as well as taxation. If the theory of local interest
only were carried to its logical conclusion, we would not
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have a national government. The men in this House are
elected Representatives from their States but at the same
time as Representatives of the entire United States.

Mr. BOLAND. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'CONNOR. Yes.

Mr. BOLAND. I want to tell the gentleman from New York
that I did not go around the county of Lackawanna talking
about the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill; but I am here, and I
put on this amendment Saturday for the purpose of trying
to protect the miners up there who are starving to death
because of this foreign coal that is coming into this country.

M_r. O'CONNOR. The gentleman from Pennsylvania oc-
cuples a most unique position in the House. He was elected
both as a Republican and a Demoerat, but I was elected
and every other Member on the Democratic side was elected
as Democrats, and not one of you can not justify your vote
for these two tariff provisions. If these items do stay in
:,1-1; bill, every real Democrat should vote against the entire

ill.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. CRISP, Mr. Chairman, we have had enough talk on
this paragraph. I move that all debate on this paragraph
and all amendments thereto close in 10 minutes.

Mr, DYER. Mr. Chairman, I offer as an amendment to
that motion that debate close now.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. McREYNoLDs). The question is
on the motion of the gentleman from Georgia.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
from Missouri offered an amendment to that motion.

Mr. DYER. Mr. Chairman, I offered an amendment to the
motion of the gentleman from Georgia that all debate close
nOW.

lIt?iw CHAIRMAN. The Chair did not hear the gentleman’s
motion.

Mr. DYER. I am frying to save the Democratic Party
from itself.

d‘I‘he CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s remarks are not in
order.

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in cpposition to
the pro forma amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we hear a good deal of talk about men’s
Democracy. I challenge the gentleman from New York
[Mr. O’'Coxnor] on his Democracy. I am as good a Demo-
crat as he is, and a better one. [Laughter and applause.]
When Mr. Raskob wired, in the campaign of 1928, if I were
willing to go along on the fariff views in order to help Mr.
Smith, I wired him I would do it, and I did do it, although it
cost me thousands of votes.

Iam a Democrat. I went down to Houston to the conven-
tion and took the ticket that was not my choice, and I am
looking in the face of Democrats here who took their ticket
and went down the line, and some of them did not come
back in 1928, and yet you stand here and challenge tha
Democracy of any of our States.

You may talk about the platform at Chicago, but I will
tell you what I think will be in that platform. In my judg-
ment there will be a plank in that platform indorsing the
tariff on oil and on the natural products of this country.
That is what I hope will be in the Chicago platform.
[Applause.]

You say that your Democracy does not indorse a tariff,
I did not read that in my book. [Laughter.] It was not
in the platform I read. This is no time or place to display
our Democracy; in fact, if is a mighty poor time to be talk-
ing about each other’s Democracy in this House. [Laugh-
ter and applause.]

There is one thing I have always noticed, and that is that
gentlemen from districts that have always gotten their
tariffs heretofore were never very particular about the man-
ner in which they got them. They would take them on a
revenue bill or any other kind of bill if they could get the
tariff, and now because they happen to wake up and find
that a few western people have put something in the bill
they can not keep quiet but still keep on coming here and
talking about it.
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We gave you a vote the other day that surprised you, and
then you slandered us by saying that we had gone out and
made some kind of trade. There is no body of men in this
House that has ever learned to trade like some of the New
England men. They long ago learned to logroll and trade
on tariff provisions or on the things that they want pro-
tected.

Now, I want to say this, and this is my admonition to the
Democrats. Let us go along here and write this bill and
help these men get the best bill we can. We have expressed
ourselves and have made known our own ideas. We have
expressed them vehemently and sufficiently to satisfy our
associates and the country as to our views on the revenue
bill we want.

Mr. YON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MCKEOWN. Yes.

Mr. YON. Does not the gentleman think we have talked
enough about this subject, and after this bill is adopted in
Committee of the Whole will there not be an opportunity
to vote on these amendments?

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gentle-
man, but I have not thrust myself into this debate at all,
and I would not have been here now except for the criticism
of the merits of this oil excise tax. Not a bill nor a pro-
vision in a bill will pass this Congress that will put as many
idle men to work as this oil excise tax; it will put 350,000
idle men to work.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out all
of the bill after the enacting clause.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for five
minutes.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I want to say to our
friend from New York [Mr. O'Connor] that the only provi-
sion that affects oil in this bill was put in it by the almost
unanimous consent of the Ways and Means Committee, the
great majority of which were Democrats. My colleague
corrects me and says the vote was 14 to 9 in the committee
for the tax on oil, but the bill comes here without a mi-
nority report against it from either the Republican or Dem-
ocratic side. That is the only provision in the bill affecting
oil. Why was not there a minority report filed against it?
There was a companion matter of equal importance to the
country, affecting coal, that was put in from the floor. It
was put in by the Democrats, helped by some good, well-
meaning, well-intentioned Republicans of good judgment.
[Laughter.] When did the gentleman from New York [Mr.
O’'Conror] begin writing a Democratic platform? In 1928,
The only Democratic platform he helped to write was in
1928, down in my home State, in Houston, Tex., where I was
born, and it went on the rocks. [Laughter.] He caused
my strong Democratic district to go Republican, not for
Hoover, particularly, but Republican against the kind of a
platform that the gentleman from New York helped to
write. He caused my Democratic district and my Demo-
cratic State and other Democratic States for the first time
in history to go against Democracy and to vote for and help
to elect President Hoover. When he has been writing
Democratic platforms as long as the Democrats of my
State have, he will write them more to conform to the wishes
of the Democrats of the country, and not for just a few
politicians living in New York.

Now, as my friend from New York—and I do like him as
much as does anybody in the House [laughter]—if my friend
calls this sales-tax fight effeminate, I wonder what he would
say if he saw a man’s fight some time. I never saw him
make any fight on the floor that was not effeminate.
[Laughter.] I want to tell the gentleman from New York
that this oil provision in the bill is a revenue matter, and it
is going to stay in this bill. It is undisputed here that the
foreign importers of oil to this country have an advantage
of $1.03 per barrel over every American producer in the
United States. And we are not going to permit this very
reasonable revenue-producing tax against foreign oils to be
knocked out of the bill.
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I offered an amendment the other day reducing that ad-
vantage, and only giving them about 19 cents advantage.
I offered the amendment raising the tax to 84 cents per
barrel on foreign oils; but when the members of the com-
mittee said it would precipitate other tariff amendments, I
saw the situation and bowed to the will of my leader, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crispl, and notwithstanding
I knew my amendment would have carried, I withdrew it.
I withdrew it, knowing it would carry, because I wanted to
conform to the wishes of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Crisp] to keep strictly tariff matters out of the bill. The
little 42 cents a barrel will bring in a revenue of $42,000,000
and will take away some of the big advantage that the
Dutch Shell and other monopolies have in importing their
foreign oils to America.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment,

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask leave to withdraw
my amendment.

Mr, CROSS and Mr. RANKIN objected.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the motion of the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Crisp] the time was limited to 10 minutes.
All time has expired.

Mr. RANKIN. But, Mr. Chairman, this is a different
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, All time has expired under the motion,
and the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SECTION 41. GENEEAL RULE

The net Income shall be computed upon the basis of the tax-
payer’s annual accounting period (fiscal year or calendar year, as
the case may be) in accordance with the method of accounting
regularly employed in keeping the books of such taxpayer; but,
if no such method of accounting has been so employed, or if the
method employed does not clearly reflect the income, the compu-
tation shall be made in accordance with such method as in the
opinion of the commissioner does clearly reflect the income. If
the taxpayer's annual accounting period is other than a fiscal
year as defined in section 48, or If the taxpayer has no annual
accounting period or does not keep books, the net income shall
be computed on the basis of the calendar year. (For use of in-
ventories, see sec. 22 (c).)

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I am one who opposed the
tariff on oil, and I am going to do everything humanly and
honorably possible to get it out of this bill.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Branton] talks about the
Ways and Means Committee being unanimoug on this propo-
sition. Let me tell some things that happened in the Ways
and Means Committee. There were at least four members
of that committee who were opposed to this tariff, and those
who favored it, or somebody in the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, said, “It will get us 40 votes for the sales tax in the
House if we will just put it in here.”

In the first place, it has no place in a tax bill. This is a
bill to raise revenue. This provision is to raise the price
of oil and its products to the American people, and the
lowest estimate I have heard on its cost to the American
people is $250,000,000. In order to gratify a few people who
have an interest in oil wells or in oil itself, should I vote
a tax of $4,000,000 a year upon the people of my State? No.
The truth of the business is, this is just as vicious as any
tariff provision ever written into a bill, and it is written into
the wrong bill.

If you are going to pass a fariff bill, bring in a tariff bill. I
have never voted for a tariff bill, and I did not sign the
Raskob telegram in 1928 either, because it was nof in con-
formity with the fundamental principles of the party I am
affiliated with, and I was not willing to go with any man
who was temporarily in control into the maelstrom of a high
protective tariff system.

These two provisions were put in here inadvertently.
Men have come to me who walked through that line the
other day and said, “ We did not realize what we were
doing.” All this stirring up of this fight against New Eng-
land, all this row that took place—New England, Kansas,
and Oklahoma spitting fire at each other about tariffs—
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misled some men. The gentleman from Maine [Mr. NEL-
son], who sits before me, knows that he and I never have
voted together on a fariff proposition, but I have nothing
against him, and certainly would not be prejudiced enough
against any section of the couniry to allow myself to be
swept off my feet and stick something in a tax bill that
would be absolutely foreign to it—a high protective tariff
provision—in order to penalize the American people so that
some people or a few interests might reap a profit.

The coal amendment is in the same category. Neither
one should ever have gone into the bill. So far as I am
personally concerned, I am going to do everything in my
power to strike those two provisions out. If you want a
tariff on oil, go to the Ways and Means Committee and
have that committee report a tariff bill, and let them bring
it in here; but do not come here and destroy the tax bill,
whereby we are trying to get together and raise revenue for
the country, by injecting into it high protective provisions
that at least a vast majority of the men on my side of the
aisle are opposed to. :

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, may I not make an earnest
appeal to the membership of the House to cooperate in pass-
ing this bill? Word has just been brought to me that stocks
and other securities in New York are dropping. They
dropped last week. It is imperative for the welfare of this
country that this House of Representatives determine what
it is going to do in trying to balance the Budget. We must
stop this acrimonious discussion among ourselves. We have
discussed oil, we have discussed almost every subject under
the sun since the bill came into the House. I have tried to
be patient, I have tried to be liberal in debate, and if this
House will stand by me, I shall move to close debate on these
amendments. I have not done it before because I knew the
House was not with me. In the utmost good faith and sin-
cerity, with a desire to do that which is best for our common
country, I appeal to you, my colleagues, to restrain yourselves
and let us not continue to discuss time and again, time and
again, things that have all been discussed, and that the
House will have an opportunity to vote upon.

To simply give the facts, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BranTon] is in error when he says that the Ways and Means
Committee was unanimous in its support of oil. A number
of members of that committee opposed it. But this is a
composite bill. Members of that committee, both Demo-
cratic and Republican, sat around the board and the bill
was the joint product of all of them. The bill was reported
out of committee unanimously after it was concluded.

I do not care to say anything more, I do not care fo say
anything that will bring about an acrimonious discussion.
If you love your country, gentlemen, you can show it by
refraining from speech making and passing a bill that will
balance the Budget.

The Clerk read as follows:

(b) Sares oF REALTY AND CasvAL Sares oF PersoNALTY.—In the
case (1) of a casual sale or other casual disposition of personal
property (other than property of a kind which would properly be
included in the inventory of the taxpayer if on hand at the close
of the taxable year), for a price exceeding $1,000, or (2) of a sale
or other disposition of real property, if in either case the initial
payments do not exceed 40 per cenf of the selling price, the income
may, under regulations prescribed by the commissioner with the
approval of the Secretary, be returned on the basis and in the
manner above prescribed in this section. As used in this section,
the term * initial payments ” means the payments received in cash
or property other than evidences of indebtedness of the purchaser

during the taxable period in which the sale or other disposition is
made.

Mr, CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I heartily agree with my
friend from Georgia [Mr. Crisr] in his desire to expedite
the legitimate disposition of this bill. .

But, Mr. Chairman, its enactment ought not to be ex-
pedited at the expense of adequate consideration. The gen-
tleman says he is just in receipt of information that stocks
and bonds are dropping on the New York market. Why are
they dropping? They are dropping because of just such
bills as that we have before us; because of the enactment of
just such legislation as is proposed in the paragraph now
under debate. And if this provision to place a tariff on oil
and coal becomes a law, they will drop still more.
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According to no less an authority than the Department
of Agriculture, as reported in its agricultural situation, one
of the determining causes for the low price of agricultural
proc_lucts is the tariff. And when farm prices decline and the
bu:ymg power of the farmer is curtailed, the price of every-
thing else must inevitably fall with them.

No one has a higher regard than I have for the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Buantox] and the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. McKeown], who have just spoken. I am always
glad to cooperate with them. But I can not agree with them
on injecting oppressive tariffs into this revenue bill.

To place a prohibitive tariff on oil and coal would be a
radical departure from the traditions of the Democratic
Party. One that can not be justified or condoned. One that
adds to the cost of living and places an added burden on
those least able to bear it. Furthermore, by such a proposal
you are corroborating and substantiating the criticism that
has been made repeatedly in the press and on the floor of
this House that there are those who are willing to sacrifice
the interest of party and country in order to secure advan~
tages for a favored industry or special favors for a particu-
lar district. They propose to tax the people of the entire
country in order to increase the profits of a few; they pro-
pose to increase the costs of production in every other in-
dustry for the purpose of increasing dividends of their own
pampered industry. -

What will be the effect of these two tariffs here sought
to be fastened on the country? I will tell you. In the
first place, the farmers of the Nation will have te pay
more to run their tractors. You are proposing to increase
the price of oil and gas when farmers in every State
are already having difficully in financing the operating
cost of their tractors and other power machinery. Do you
know that the majority of the loans made to farmers by
the Government under the credit legislation you have been
passing to finance crops are for the purchase of oil and
gas? They can patch up their old tractors themselves, but it
requires cash to purchase fuel and lubricants. Oil is the
crying need on the farm to-day, and yet you now propose fo
add to its cost and to increase the farmer’s cost of produc-
tion when he is receiving the lowest comparative price for
his products ever received by the farmer since Columbus
discovered America.

And you propose to put a tariff on coal and increase the
cost of the fuel of the poor. The man who buys a bushel
of coal at a time will have to pay more for the basket of
coal he must have to keep his family from freezing and pre-
pare their frugal meals. And this to enable the coal barons
to declare larger dividends.

Mr. Chairman, it is an invitation to every other industry
to come in here and ask for similar advantages. And why
should they not? If we give these gentlemen a tariff to in-
crease the price of coal and oil, why should we not give
every other section of the counfry a fariff on ifs particular
product? Why should we nof grant a tariff on lumber,
copper, cotton substitutes, bananas, chemicals, and every
other product that enters info the cost of the necessities of
life?

There was never a more inappropriate or inopportune
time in our economic history to propose to levy tariffs on
basic commodities and further weight the costs of produc-
tion. The country is in the midst of an unparalleled de-
pression, the end of which can not be foretold. We are ex-
hausting every resource in order fo get back to normal times.
The effect of these tariffs is to retard recovery, to stop the
farmer’s plow and thresher in the field, and to bank down
the fires in the homes of the unemployed. Why? In order
that owners of oil wells in Texas and Oklahoma may enjoy
larger profits. It is a proposal to confer special privileges
by law on the few at the expense of the many; to favor one
industry by penalizing every other industry; and it has no
place in a revenue bill or in any other bill passed by a Demo-
cratic House. :

Mr. VINSON of Eentucky, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNOW. I yield to my friend from Kentucky.
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Mr. VINSON of Eentucky. The gentleman is one of the
great parliamentarians of the House and one of the great
parliamentarians of this counfry. I would like the gentle-
man to inform us what we can do until this bill is finished
and we get back into the House?

Mr. CANNON. We can express ourselves upon it
[Laughter.] We can indicate the temper of the House and
the temper of the country. We can give notice, and we are
now giving notice, that when the time comes fo vote in.the
House we are going to strike this economic and political
monstrosity from the bill. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Mis-
souri has expired.

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I move to sirike out the
word “ disposition ” in line 7, page 39.

The CHATRMAN. Page 39 has not yet been reached.

. Mr. SCHAFER. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out the
last two words.

Mr. Chairman, we have been told by thé distinguished
acting chairman of the Ways and Means Committee that
the House should cease discussing these political questions.

-1 want to call to his attention and to the atfention of the
Democratic Party and the people of the country that what
our colleague, the gentleman from New York [Mr. O'Con-
~or] has stated with reference to the Demaocratic Party los-
ing ground is correct. You have lost so much ground since
you have had control of this House that you will never make
it up by the time that the next election rolls around. Why?
You have denounced President Hoover and the Republican
Party on account of the protective features of the Hawley-
Smoot tariff bill, and you rode many Democrats into con-
gressional seats in the regular and special election confests
on that issue alone. You claimed that practically all of the
depression, unemployment, and suffering of the world are
the result of President Hoover and his Hawley-Smoot tariff
bill, and you promised the people that if the Democrats
were put in charge of the Government that they would wave
the magic wand and put our country and the rest of the
world on its feet.

My friends, when your expensive, extravagant Democratic
administration, which drove this country into the World
War, went into power, we had a national debt of approxi-
mately $1,000,000,000. On August 31, 1919, under your
Democratic administration, our national debt reached the
highest peak in the history of our Nation, the staggering sum
of $26,596,000,000. Somebody must pay the interest on that
debt and sinking fund. Somebody must pay for the care of
the World War veterans, their widows, orphans, and depend-
ents. Over $2,000,000,000 of the present Treasury deficit is
the direct resulf of the last Democratic administration.

The Democratic national campaign commiittee and your
Democratic orators are condemning President Hoover and
the Republican Party for the defizit, although almost the
entire deficit is traceable to the interest and sinking-fund
payments on the national debt resulting from the Demoeratic
administration and to the amounts properly expended to
take care of the veterans of the war of the Democratic Party,
and their widows, orphans, and dependents.

In the State of Wisconsin demagogic orators who are now
running for office on the Democratic ticket, as well as many
running on the Republican ticket who supported Democratic
candidates in 1928, are now engaged upon a campaign de-
nouncing President Heover as the author and sponsor of the
sales tax. The Ways and Means Committee, composed with
a large Democratic majority, is responsible for that iniqui-
tous proposition. Notwithstanting this absolute fact, we find
Raskob and the Democratic leaders, as well as their left-
wing Republican bedfellows in the 1928 campaign, claiming
this Democratic sales-tax baby to be the child of President
Hoover and the Republican Party.

You Democrats have control of the House of Representa-
tives, in which body, under the Constitution, revenue and
teriff bills must originate. If the alleged iniquitous Hawley-
Smoot bill was so terrible and resulted in the present catas-
trophe confronting this Nation and other nations of the
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world, why have you not passed legislation to repeal or
amend it? Why, since you have control of the Ways and
Means Committee and control of the House of Representa-
tives, have you not passed or even reported to the House a
bill to cure the ills which you have claimed to have resulted
from the Hawley-Smoot bill?

In the past you have denounced the iniguity of the meas-
ure. I particularly remember your vitriolic attacks on
Andrew Mellon and the tariff on aluminum.

Yet your Demoeratic majority in the Ways and Means
Committee has not up to this moment reported legislation to
the House which would reduce any tariff rate now in the
law; not even to reduce by as much as one-half of 1 per
cent the tariffi burden on aluminum pants buttons which
you have bitterly denounced in the past. Although you have
control of the House of Representatives, the body in which,
under the Constitution, tariff legislation must originate, you
have not reported or passed one piece of legislation to reduce
one of the Hawley-Smoot Republican tariff rates. On the
other hand, you reported and passed legislation which prac-
tically provides for an embargo on oil and coal at the behest
of Democratic Congressmen and Democratic leaders. You
can go through the enlire Hawley-Smoot tariff bill, which
your political demagogues have been denouncing, and can
not point to any one particular tariff rate which comes any-
where near an embargo such as the Democratic tariff pro-
posed by Democratic Members and supported by Democratic
lealders of the House and voted into the pending revenue
bill.

Mr. BLANTON, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SCHAFER. I regret that I can not yield now. My
time is almost up and I can not get any more.

So, my Democratic brethren, as far as making ground to
carry the next election, I believe the gentleman from New
York has given you good advice. You have been tried and
found wanting. The people can be guided by what you have
done when you have had control of the House of Repre-
sentatives, in which body, under the Constitution, revenue
and tariff legislation must originate. They can, without any
difficulty, reach a conclusion as to how the country would
go to the dogs if they would send a Democrat fo the White
Hoeuse and have a Democratic majority on the other side of
the Capitol as well as in the House. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Wis-
consin has expired.

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on
this paragraph do now close.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr, Bankaead). In view of the situa-
tion pending before the committee the Chair feels justified
in calling to the attention of the members of the committee
the rules under which we are proceeding. It is in order on
any amendment to have five minutes of discussion for the
amendment and five minutes of discussion against it, which
closes debate under the rules of the House., The Clerk will
read. 3

The Clerk read as follows:

(a) Requirement: The following individuals shall each make
under oath a return stating specifically the items of his gross
income and the deductions and credits allowed under this title—

(1) Every individual baving a net Income for the taxable year
of $1,000 or over, if single, or if married and not llving with hus-
band or wife;

(2) Every individual having a net income for the taxable year
of $2,500 or over, if married and living with husband or wife; and

(3) Every individual having a gross income for the taxable
year of $5,000 or over, regardless of the amount of his net income.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I cffer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Parman: Page 44, line 11, after the
period add the following: * Except the following persons shall not
be required to file returns and shall not be required to pay income
taxes (a) a single person, or if married and not living with hus-
band and wife, whose gross income for the taxable year does not
exceed $1,500, and (b) a married person, and living with husband
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:; g;inf?: whose gross Income for the taxable year does not exceed

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order
against the amendment on the ground that the committee
has already passed upon it. It is res adjudicata, because in
a previous part of the bill the exemptions were fixed at
$1,000 for a single person and $2,500 for married persons.
I have no objection to my friend making a speech, but I am
constrained to make that point of order.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want to be heard on the
point of order. I do not believe the point of order is well
taken for this reason: Section 3 of section 51 provides that
where an individual has a gross income for the taxable year
of $5,000 or over he shall, in all cases, make an income-tax
return. My amendment provides that no individual shall be
required to make an income-fax return who is single and
whose gross income is $1,500 or less, or if married who has
a gross income of $3,500 a year or less. In other words, it is
creating a legal presumption that where a single person has
an annual gross income of only $1,500 that his net income
does not amount to anything and is not taxable. It creates
a legal presumption that a married man who is living with
his wife and whose gross earnings amount to only $3,500
has sufficient deductions to eliminate the net income and,
therefore, has nothing taxable. If will save 2,700,000
people from making income-tax returns. The amount that
will be received by the Government if the law is enacted as
proposed by the committee will be only $12,000,000 a year.
In other words, the Government will get about $4.44, on the
average, from the 2,700,000 individuals whom it brings within
the terms of the bill

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair suggests to the gentleman
that he would like to hear the gentleman on the matter
invelved in the point of order.

Mr. CRISP. Will my friend permit me to give him a
thought which I think he should have in mind in answering
the point of order. The gentleman’s amendment provides
that those with incomes shall not be required to pay taxes.
The part of the bill we have already passed provides that
they shall pay taxes. It is well established by the rules of
this House that if any part of an amendment is obnoxious to
a point of order then the whole amendment falls. I wanted
to give the gentleman the benefit of that suggestion.

Mr. PATMAN. I added that part of my amendment
which is in ink after talking with the chairman of the com-
mittee a while ago, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to eliminate that part from my amendment, and then it will
read that no person shall be required to make an income-tax
return who is single and whose gross income is $1,500 or less,
or a married person whose gross annual income is less than
$3,500.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas to modify his amendment?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the portion of the
amendment to be eliminated.

The Clerk read as follows:

“And shall not be required to pay Income taxes,” so that the
amendment as modified will read:

* Except the following persons shall not be required to file re-
turns (a) a single person, or, if married and not Hving with hus-
band and wife, whose gross income for the taxable year does not
exceed $1,500, and (b) a married person, and living with husband
or wife, whose gross income for the taxable year does not exceed
£3,500."

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would now like to be
heard on the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for five
minutes. : ;

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, the amendment as pro-
posed by the committee will bring within the terms of the
present income tax law 2,700,000 additional income-tax pay-
ers. If my amendment is adopted it will save 2,700,000
people in the United States from the trouble and expense
of filing income-tax returns.

My theory is that the amount of money the Government

will receive by bringing within the law this large number of
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taxpayers is entirely too small to put that number of tax-
payers to the trouble and expense to which this law would
put them, It would only average $4.44 per taxpayer if you
brought them within the law, and it takes an expert to file
an income-tax return. They must obtain the services of
some one who knows how to file an income-tax return. In
order to do this, 2,700,000 people. must pay for the benefit
of expert services and then, when once filed, the amount of
tax is so small they can not afford to litigate over it. They
can not dispute with the Bureau of Internal Revenue or with
the Secretary of the Treasury. In order that you may know
that it does require an expert to file an income-tax return, I
respectfully invite your attention to the fact that over a
period of 8 years, from 1921 to 1928, inclusive, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, who, I presume, had the benefit of
experts in filing his income-tax return, out of the 8 years
that the Secretary of the Treasury himself filed such income-
tax returns 7, of those years he made mistakes; in 4 of
those years he obtained refunds later from the Government
by reason of his mistakes he made, and in 2 of those years
he was later charged by the Government and paid an addi-
ticnal sum for the mistakes he made. So there is the-
_Secreta.ry of the Treasury, who really has charge of this
income fax law, who out of eight years, in seven years
made mistakes in his income-tax returns. Now, if the Secre-
tary of the Treasury can not file an income-tax return prop-
erly, with the aid of all the best experts in the Nation, cer-
tainly you should not require these 2,700,000 people who do
not have the benefit of the assistance of experts to file an
income-tax return. The added expense to them will prob-
ably amount to more than the amount of the tax received
by the Government.

Mr. GIFFORD. Will the gentleman yield for a gquestion?

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for three additional minutes, although I realize
my time has not expired.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. GiFrorp].

Mr. GIFFORD. Because a single person now having a
net income of $1,000 has to make a return, I can hardly
see the point of the gentleman’s amendment with respect to
2 $1,500 gross income, and I want to ask the gentleman if
he is really serious in offering this amendment or if he just
wanted to tell the story about the Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr, PATMAN. The story was ahsolutely incidental. I
have had all the time I wanted before a committee to talk
about the Secretary of the Treasury holding office in viola-
tion of the law, and that was not my object at all. I just
wanted to point out this case because it is on all fours with
the point I am attempting to make.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. If this large number of
people, 2,700,000, are to be required to pay income taxes on
small incomes, is it not possible, either in this body or in
the other body, to devise a plan for a single sheet of paper
on which to make the return, with one affidavit, where the
person with such incomes receives it from one source?

Mr. PATMAN. But there is no effort made in this bill
to so simplify income-tax returns, and we must presume
this bill will pass in the same condition it is in now with
regard to that matter.

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. I want to say, if I may
in the gentleman’s time, that I have paid an income tax
ever since the first income tax law, and I know my return
has never been correct, although it has been made with the
aid of the experts down here in the Sergeant at Arms’ office;
and even this year it is wrong, because I forgot to take
exemptions to which I was entitled.

Mr. PATMAN. And if the gentleman, with the aid of
experts, can not properly prepare an income-tax return, how
can we expect these 2,700,000 people who will just pay on
the average $4.44 to properly prepare an income-tax return,
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and let it be said that this is a class that pays the major
portion of all the local taxes. They pay every kind of tax
on earth, not a tax on what they own, but more offen a
tax on what they owe. This is the class most of whom buy
homes, and on a $5,000 home they will make a $1,000 pay-
ment, and then they do not pay local taxes on that $5,000
home as though they had only paid $1,000 on that home,
but they are required to pay local taxes as though they
owned a $5,000 home, which results in paying taxes not on
what they own but a tax on what they owe, and something
should certainly be done for them in this bhill, in view of
the fact the Government would get only $12,000,000 by
forcing these 2,700,000 people fo file income-tax returns
which will average $4.44 to the Government.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PATMAN. Yes.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Is not the practical effect of the gen-
tleman’s amendment to leave the exemptions as they are,
81,500 for a single person and $3,500 for a married person,
because if you do not file any return you do not pay any tax?

Mr, PATMAN. It is creating a legal presumption, I will
say to the gentleman from New York, that a single man who
only earns a gross income of $1,500 has sufficient deductions
to enable him to eliminate any net income and thereby not
have to pay any tax.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I hope this amendment will
not be adopted. The bill, as it stands to-day, places a maxi-
mum surtax, plus the normal tax, of 72 per cent on the
citizens with large income, and surely the lower end of the
income-tax brackets should be extended so as to broaden
the base and require more of the citizens to contribute to
this financial emergency of our Government.

Mr. PATMAN. Will the gentleman yield for one ques-
tion?

Mr. CRISP, Yes. s

Mr. PATMAN. I presume the chairman of the committee
will admit that my figures are correct—that this will require
2,700,000 additional people to make income-tax returns, and
that the amount received by the Government will be $12,-
000,000. I received these figures from Mr. Beaman, who is
sitting by the gentleman’s side, and I presume they are
correct.

Mr. CRISP. They are partially correct. I think the
number of additional returns is correct. I think the amount
of money that will come in is about $12,000,000, but this
lowering of the exemption runs all the way through the
higher rates, including the richest man in the United States.

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman from Georgia is clearly
mistaken; the amendment provides that no return shall be
filed. :

Mr. CRISP. I did not interrupt my friend when he was
gpeaking.

Mr, PATMAN. But the gentleman is clearly mistaken.

Mr. CRISP. I am not mistaken. It is the gentleman
from Texas who is mistaken. If runs all the way through
the bill, and it will bring in $39,000,000. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. O'Connor] is absolufely correct. If
these persons do not make a return, there is no way of
collecting the tax on the lower incomes, and the effect is
to continue the exemptions just as they are to-day. Now,
where a single man with $2,000 net income is given an ex-
emption of $1,000, and pays a tax of only $15 or $16, surely
he is not burdened by an income tax.

Now, my friend had much to say, and I agree with him
about the complications of making an income-tax return.
The tax returns are complicated in the surtax class, but
they are not complicated when you have an income under
$5,000. There is a simple blank which anyone can fill in.
I admit that I could not, without difficulty, fill in a blank
if I were in the surtax class, but that is not involved here.
I do not believe that this tax is burdensome, and I hope
the amendment will be rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PaTMaN].
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The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Dyer) there were 6 ayes and 94 noes.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 43, line 24, after the word “ cath,” Insert “ or under penalty
of perjury on net income less than $5,000."

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer that amendment
simply because in the experience of my State of Massa-
chusetts, which has an income tax, there was found thay'
small returns could be made simply under the penalty of
perjury and so recited in the return. It 'prevents the
bother and trouble of going before a notary public, when
sometimes it is difficult to find one and sometimes the
charge is excessive. It simply removes one of the unnec-
essary annoyances.

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. Yes.

Mr. CRISP. Has not Massachusetts some special law
that would cover the situation? Iam asking forinformation.
It was just so stated to me.

Mr. DYER. Yes; they do.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, there may be some
special act in Massachusetts. Even so, what of it? Why
can we not make this a law or regulation for the Federal
Government and sign simply under penalty of perjury and
save this added nuisance?

Mr. CRISP. The gentleman's suggestion might be well
in Massachuseits, if they have a law there covering it, but
the Federal Government has no way of covering the matter,
and under this act those making an income-tax return to
the United States Government throughout the States are
required to make oath to their return.

Mr. GIFFORD. The law would still be that all over
$5,000 would have to make oath. I tried to offer this in
order to save annoyance to the small taxpayer.

Mr. CRISP. Why should not a man with an income under
45,000 make oath to his return as well as a man with an
income over $5,000? :

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts.

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

(b) Husband and wife: If a husband and wife living together
have an aggregate net income for the taxable year of $2,500 or
over, or an aggregate gross income for such year of $5,000 or
over—

(1) Each shall make such a return, or

(2) The income of each shall be included in a single joint

return, in which case the tax shall be computed on the aggregafe
income.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word for the purpose of making a
brief statement. I had occasion to say a moment ago in
the time of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Patman] that
I doubted if I had ever been able with the aid of the experts
sent to the National Capital from the Baltimore internal
revenue collector’s office to get my income-tax report cor-
rect. The tax I have paid each year is modest, and I have
made every possible effort to have it letter correct. That
is hard to do, if one has anything different from a fixed
income from one source, or unless an individual literally
keeps books on himself, For years past I have talked with
many citizens who are employed at salaries above $5,000 up
to about $8,000 and whose income is nearly fixed, although
the deductions are not. I refer to newspaper editors, artists,
railroad passenger and freight agents, district insurance
managers, and others in business at fixed salaries which
are considered good in these days. I have talked to many
lawyers, dentists, and doctors in the little cities and the
larger towns who know that their income over bad debts
is $6,000 or $7,000, and they have all complained about the
income-tax-return rigmarole.

Now, Mr, Chairman, I have long thought that an alter-
native plan could be devised, by which the taxpayer could
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bonus for so doing, or he could elect to take the exemptions
and send in his report on the big 6-page sheet.

On the short plan, the taxpayer would certify that his
whole income was primarily from one source—salary—that
he had taken in no boarders, rented no rooms, sold no
property, suffered no stock-market or other losses. He
would certify that his income was between $5,000 and $6,000
or between $6,000 and $7,000 or between $7,000 and $8,000,
and he could thereupon be proportionately assessed, pro-
vided he relieved himself of the exemptions for dependents.
In other words, an alternative plan. The taxpayer could
elect which plan he would use.

It should be that a man who knew his whole income
for one year was entirely from one source, was $8,000, could
select the average amount between $8,000 and $7,000—which
would be $7,500—and sign a 1-sheet affidavit and be re-
lieved of the exemptions for dependents and pay the rate
on $7,500. He could be given a small deduction for using
the simple plan, provided he waived all exemptions. This
plan could be easily brought down to the new low brack-
ets in this bill, which will cause Federal income taxes
to be paid by some 2,700,000 citizens who have not paid to
Uncle Sam before. I give them a chance on a single sheet
and give them a chance to make an honest affidavit which
they will know to be absolutely correct.

As the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crise] has said, the
Treasury Department some years ago devised a simplified
blank for those under $5,000. It is simpler than the full
report but, nevertheless, it is hard for a great many.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to see this bill recommitted
because of the time that would be lost, but I am inclined to
think it might well be recommitted before separate votes
are demanded on everything that has been placed in the bill
the past few days, and if it is recommitted this alternative
plan of reporting incomes under $8,000 might well be
studied, the tax experts of the Treasury Department might
look into it now.

Let them consider the great saving to the Federal Govern-
ment by the simple alternative plan. Save money, cut red
tape.

I went before the Committee on Ways and Means quite
a number of years ago with the whole plan outlined, showing
how it balanced almost exactly as an equitable tax on those
with a single source of income, or with but one or two side
items of income, and several minor exemptions. Members
of the committee frowned on the plan then on the ground
that the present plan had become set, and that the public
would soon become used to it. Well, the public is not on
to all of the quirks of a major income-tax blank yet, and here
come more than 2,000,000 new taxpayers.

I hope that serious attention may be drawn to the matter,
so that later either in our own Ways and Means Committee
or in another body a plan will be offered to simplify a
return blank for those having incomes under $8,000 or under
$10,000. ]

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Yes; certainly.

Mr. BOYLAN. Would the gentleman make any provision
at all for deductions?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The deduction would be
on the percentage plan. If a man waived exemptions, he
would pay a lower average tax, provided his income is not
above $8,000, so that the $500 average allowance would
equalize the situation, and he would be relieved of the neces-

- sity of claiming any exemptions. Of course, the taxpayer
could elect to use either plan.

Mr. BOYLAN. The gentleman would give him a bonus if
he waived exemptions?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Yes; a small bonus, and
that simplifies the case to the Federal Government again.

Mr. BOYLAN. Where would the taxpayer get off?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The taxpayer who might
pay $40 if he did not waive deductions might pay probably
$41 or $42 if he waived deductions and would do it on a
single affidavit. It would be worth $1 to him to know that
he was honestly making his report and that if was correct.
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Besides, he would not have to employ lawyers who do not
want this work for those paying that small sum.

Mr. BOYLAN. According to the gentleman's plan he
would pay 10 per cent more.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Not necessarily. He eould
go one bracket higher and play safe in his affidavit and save
time and lawyers’ fees.

Mr. BOYLAN. He would be compelled to pay more out.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. In my opinion he would
not pay one-twentieth of 1 per cent extra, and he would be
relieved of what he now pays out in the way of burning
extra electric light and the hiring of lawyers.

Mr. BOYLAN. Buf look at the practice he is getting in
mental arithmetic and bookkeeping.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Oh, I know the gentle-
man is the greatest humorist in the House. He is a so-called
wet leader, but his humor is extremely dry but always
effective, as many of us have found out, and he is one of
the real workers of Congress, always on the job. I wish he
would look into the plan in detail. We can make it effective
some day between now and the final enactment of this bill
into law, some time late this summer. [Applause.]

Mr. HORR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
pro forma amendment. May I ask the chairman of the
committee as to whether or not this takes into consideration
the community property laws in different States?

Mr. CRISP. They are not changed at all under the bill
as reported. The community laws of the different States
are not changed.

The Clerk read as follows; :

(a) Requirement: Every corporation subject to taxation under
this title shall make a return, stating specifically the items of its
gross income and the deductions and credits allowed by this title.
The return shall be sworn to by the president, vice president, or
other prineipal officer, and by the treasurer or assistant treasurer.
In cases where receivers, trustees in bankruptey, or assignees are
operating the property or business of corporations, such receivers,
trustees, or assignees shall make returns for such corporations in
the same manner and form as corporations are required to make
refurns. Any tax due on the basis of such returns made by re-
celvers, trustees, or assignees shall be collected In the same man-
ner as if collected from the corporations of whose business or
property they have custody and control.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word.

I realize that it would be futile to offer an amendment to
this section but would remind the House that all corporation
officers, no matter how small the corporation, must make a
return under oath from carefully prepared and exact book-
keeping. A simple affidavit should often be all that is
necessary.

Officers of those corporations have many annoying experi-
ences, by being forced by Government officials to keep elabo-
rate sets of books. Take any eleemosynary institution, for
example, and my own experience on one occasion. I at-
tempted to help a soldier who had confrolled and acted as
manager and treasurer of a small corporation and been
away for three years during the war. We endeavored to
make up a return from the disordered books but were forced
by the Government to go so thoroughly through several
years' activities of this company, which was not organized
fo make money, that it cost us several hundred dollars. In
such a case a simple affidavit by the treasurer should have
been sufficient.

There are thousands of small corporations losing money
all the time, which are now forced to have accountants and
bookkeepers and then are finally obliged to make oath to the
faithful and accurate bookkeeping. This is a material and
unnecessary cost. The individual does not have to make
any return unless he has a net income of a thousand dollars.
Why should a corporation be treated differently? Why is it
necessary for a corporation fo go through such an elaborate
performance when only losses are apparent? Some relief
should be granted here, but I fully realize that it would be
useless to offer an amendment which would allow such small
corporations to make simple affidavits as to their losses.

However, I just wanted to bring to the attention of the
House that this is another of those nuisances which maks
the income tax so exceedingly unpopular, I may say to the
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gentleman from Washington that the other day I placed in
the Recorp a statement to the effect that it costs the tax-
payers of this country $400,000,000 a year to make their
returns. This also indicates that this is a most questionable
method of securing revenue.

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn.

The Clerk read as follows:

(b) Consolidated returns: For provision as to consolldated re-
turns of affiliated corporations, see section 141.

Mr. PATMAN offered an amendment, which the Clerk
read, as follows:

Page 45, line 18, after the word * returns,” add the following:
“ No affiliated groups of corporations, subject to the provisions of
the internal revenue act, shall have the privilege of making a con-
solidated return.”

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield.

Mr. CRISP. I would like to say to the gentleman from
Texas that the subcommittee now considering a substitute
plan for the manufacturers’ sales tax title, which was elimi-
nated, is seriously considering bringing in some amendment
dealing with these affiliated and consolidated returns.
Therefore I ask unanimous consent, Mr., Chairman, that we
pass over, with the gentleman’s amendment pending, the
consolidated-returns provisions of this bill until the Ways
and Means Committee brings in its amendment. Nobody’s
rights are deprived thereby.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman include section
141, on page 108 of the bill, in his request?

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

~ Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to the
request made by the gentleman from Georgia.

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the request of the
gentleman from Georgia is granted.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

BEC. 55. PUBLICITY OF RETURNS

Returns made under this title shall be open to inspection in the
same manner, to the same extent, and subject to the same pro-
visions of law, including penalties, as returns made under Title IT
of the revenue act of 1926.

Mr. LAGUARDIA offered an amendment, which the Clerk
reported, as follows: :

Amendment offered by Mr. LaGuasoia: Page 47, line 18, strike
out all of section 55 and insert in lieu thereof:

“ gEC, 55. PUBLICITY OF RETURNS

“(a) Returns upon which the tax has been determined by the
commissioner shall constitute public records; but they shall be
open to inspection only upon order of the President and under
rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary and approved
by the President: Provided, That the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives,’ the Commiftee on Finance
of the Senate, or a special committee of the Senate ar House shall
have the right to call on the Secretary of the Treasury for, and
it shall be his duty to furnish, any data of any character contained
in or shown by the returns, or -any of them, that may be required
by the committee; and any such committee shall have the right,
acting directly as a committee, or by and through such examiners
or agents as it may designate or appoint, to inspect &ll or any of
the returns at such times and in such manner as it may deter-
mine; and any relevant or useful information thus obtained may
be submitted by the committee obtaining it to the Senate or the
House, or to both the Senate and House, as the case may be:
Provided further, That the proper officers of any State may, upon
the request of the governor thereof, have access fo the returns of
any corporation, or to an abstract thereof showing the name and
income of the corporation, at such times and in such manner as
the Secretary may prescribe: Provided further, That all bona fide
shareholders of record owning 1 per cent or more of the outstand-
' ing stock of any corporation shall, upon making request of the
commissioner, be allowed to examine the annual income returns
of such corporation and of its subsidiaries. Any shareholder who
pursuant to the provisions of this section is allowed to examine
the return of any corporation, and who makes known in any
manner whatever not provided by law the amount or source of
income, profits, losses, expenditures, or any particular thereof set
forth or disclosed in any such return, shall be guilty of a mis-
demeanor and be punished by a fine not exceeding $1,000 or by
imprisonment not exceeding one year, or both, .

“(b) The commissioner shall as soon as practicable in each year
cause to be prepared and made available to public inspection In
such manner as he may determine, in the office of the collector in
each internal-revenue district and in such other places as he may
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determine, lists contalning the name and the post-ofiice address
of each person making an income-tax return in such district,
together with the amount of the income tax paid by such person.”

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman kindly state the changes
he proposes?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. None of this amendment is new or
original. It is all taken from previous acts, particularly the
act of 1924, which lasted but one short year and then was
repealed. In substance, my first long paragraph, I think, is
the law now.

Mr. CRISP. . The gentleman has not included the right of
any joint committee to get these returns?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I believe that is fully covered.

Mr. CRISP. That was put in the 1926 law, I think, so
that the gentleman is narrowing it so far as the joint com-
mittee is concerned.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. That can be taken care of by a com-
mittee amendment. The real meat of my proposed amend-
ment is paragraph (b), which was very wholesome as long
as it lasted. Paragraph (b) simply makes public the names
and addresses of taxpayers under this law, as well as the
amount they pay. In other words, it is the same as the law
in every State as to taxes on real property and in many
States on income taxes.

After quite a struggle in this House we did enact this
section (b) in the act of 1924. It was very wholesome. It
was so wholesome that very infiuential interests got to-
gether and had this provision with reference to publicity
repealed in the subsequent act.

I want to refer to the splendid fight that was waged on
the floor of this House by the now distinguished majority
leader, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, Ramweyl. In that
fight, if I.remember correctly, he was supported by the
present distinguished Speaker of the House, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Garser]l. There was strong opposition to
the publicity provision from the Republican side of the
House. The Ways and Means Commititee at the time was
under the control of the Republicans. They brought in an
amendment repealing the publicity provision after one shorf
year of trial. The Democrats opposed the repeal.

I offer it at this time because we have had experience
with the publicity provision and know that it is necessary.
It is productive of revenue, and there is no sound reason
that may be urged against it.

Some one may suggest, without reading the amendment
and not being familiar with the law, that it would make pos-
sible access to a man’s private business. It does not. There
are no defails made public. Only certain authorities can
have access to the defails of the refurns. All this does is to
make public the names of the taxpayers and the amount of
the taxes they pay under this law,

Mr. BACON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAaGUARDIA. ' Yes.

Mr. BACON. It will at least open up all these lists to
every panhandler, edvertising agency, and competitor of a
man in his business.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The lists are to be made public the same
as every other tax record is public. Can the gentleman
mention taxes in any State that are not a matter of public
record? I believe these lists should be a matter of public
record, as was the case under the law of 1924, There is
nothing novel about it. It has been under discussion for a
great many years. It has been resisted for a long time.

I want to recall to the committee the fight that was put
up against it. I do not know but what the gentleman from
Georgia resisted its repeal. I know there was quite a fight
waged on the floor of this House at the time, and if I am
not mistaken the repeal was carried by practically a party
vote.

I submit that we have learned from experience the bene-
fit of having this publicity provision in the law. There is
no reason why it should not be there. I repeat, it does not
expose a man’s business to the scrutiny of his competitors,
as was suggested by my colleague Irom New York [Mr,
Bacor].

[Here the gavel fell.]
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Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word of the LaGuardia amendment. I am in hearty
agreement with the gentleman from New York and I hope
his amendment will be agreed to.

I remember the fight we had in 1924 on this proposition,
a very bitter fight. The amendment was opposed on the
floor of this House, but at that time we got it through. I
remembter the fight we had when it was repealed. If I re-
member correctly, as the gentleman from New York said,
the Speaker of this House and the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Rainey] made a hard fight to keep it in the law at
that time.

I do not see any great dangers, as suggested by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Bacon], in regard to panhandlers
- and the competitors of these concerns. If it were a ques-
tion of their being able to go in and get all the details of a
" man’s business, I would be inclined to agree with the gentle-
* man; but it seems to me that anything which would shed

a little light for the benefit of the American people on the
amounts which are paid into the Treasury of the United
States, without going into the details, certainly can not do
any harm but will give the people an opportunity to deter-
mine just where the concenfration of wealth in the United
States is.

Mr. BACON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONNERY. Yes.

Mr. BACON. I have no objection to making all that in-
formation public to any committee of the House or Senate.

Mr. CONNERY. Why not the American people?

Mr. BACON. Because it will simply result in a great deal
of abuse. People will go in and get lists of everybody who
pays any income taxes at all and sell them to charities, fake
charities, panhandlers, advertising agencies, and so on.

Mr. CONNERY. As the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LaGuarpial has said, every State has these records and they
are open to panhandlers and organizations and that has
not led to any harm.

Mr. BACON. But they do not publish them.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. As the gentleman from New
York has said, the Bureau of Internal Revenue annually sub-
mits to the Congress a list of those who receive refunds and
the amounts of such refunds and they are published in the
papers.

Mr. BACON. And they should be published.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. That is published every year.
- Mr. BACON. I have no objection to Congress finding out

all such information with respect to a man’s return.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Why should the representa-
tives of the Government have the information and the public
generally not have it?

Mr. BACON. I want to protect the individual from being
pestered.

Mr. CONNERY. I have always believed, even though the
rules of the House and the rules of the committees have
taken an opposite view, that there should not be such a
thing, for instance, as executive sessions in committee.
There is a lot of work done behind closed doors about which
the American people are entitled fo have some knowledge.
I have never believed in casting a vote on this floor or saying
anything in committee which would not be open to the
people. And right along that line I do not see any objection
to the people getting all the knowledge about these returns
to which they are entitled.

Mr. PEAVEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONNERY. Yes.

Mr. PEAVEY. May I say to the gentleman that we have
in our State of Wisconsin an income tax law that was
adopted in 1911, with full publicity; and while bitterly con-
tested at the time of its adoption, there is not a particle of
opposition to the law in our State to-day. [Applause.]l

Mr. CONNERY. And I think we should have the same
thing here.

Mr. MILLARD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONNERY. Yes.

Mr. MILLARD. Does not the gentleman think that a
matter of such moment should have been taken up in the
Ways and Means Committee?
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Mr, CONNERY. It has been fully discussed on the floor of
this House time and time again and on two different tax
bills, and once it was put on the bill and then later taken
out of the bill after a bitter fight.

I think the committee should adopt the LaGuardia
amendment.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, I move fo strike out the
last two words.

Mr. Chairman, I would not have risen, and probably I do
so futilely, but I am astounded that there is no opposition to
this amendment from the Ways and Means Committee. I do
not know any subject that is more familiar to this House
than the subject of publicity of income-tax returns. It was
tried for one year and was then repealed, and I never
imagined it would be advecated again by anybody in any
Congress.

The reasons for its repeal were well known at the time.
It had served as an instrument, not only for the blackmailers
and the preyers on people of means, but it had violated a
fundamental principle of America—that there is left some
lplrivacy in a man’s affairs. That is the big question involved

ere.

I am not arguing for the man who files a big income-tax
return any more than for the little fellow. What business
is it of anybody in this country what a man earns, except
the Government, for the purpose of collecting taxes? Why
should anybody have to disclose his earnings to the world?
If you disclose just what a man pays in income taxes, it is
easy to compute what he has earned. Is there any privacy
left in this country?

Where are the Ways and Means Committee members?
Surely, if they did not incorporate this publicity provision in
the bill, they can not possibly now approve of it. The sub-
jeet must have been somewhere in the back of their minds.
What are we coming to when, again, we revive a nuisance
like this? The gentleman from New York [Mr. LaGuarpial
is incorrect when he says it was taken out of the law by a
partisan vote., Scores of men on this side of the House, in-
cluding myself, voted to take it out, after a year’s trial.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman is quite right. The
gentleman did vote that way.

Mr. O'CONNOR, It had offended all the rights and all
the privileges of American citizens when their strictly pri-
vate affairs were exposed to the public, It is a late hour
now to revive a pernicious law like this which was denounced
universally throughout the United States. I therefore now
call on the members of the Ways and Means Committee to
defend this bill against such an additional assault and to
stand up for their bill and not further ruin it or further
cause its defeat in this body or in another body. [Applause.]

Mr. BLAND. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'CONNOR. Yes.

Mr. BLAND. Was it not shown at that time that such
publicity worked to the detriment of some small interests or
small businesses?

Mr. O'CONNOR. Surely, it did. The suggestion that you
do not disclose in detail the way a man conducts his business
is just an evasion of the fundamental question involved.
Once you show what a man makes or what he pays in taxes,
I repeat, it is easy to compute his earnings; and it is nobody’s
business, except the Government’s, how much money he
makes or how much he pays in income taxes. Immediately,
when his competitors find out how much money he makes,
then every panhandler in America, every soliciting organiza-
tion in America, every relief organization in America, every
organization looking for a hand-out, even his relatives, are
after him, and they know how far they can go with him. I
submit it is no fairer to the man with a return of a $10 tax
than it is to the man with a $10,000,000 income.

Mr. BACON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'CONNOR,. Yes.

Mr. BACON. As a matter of fact, a man making a small
income who has disclosed what he is making may have his
credit seriously hurt.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Surely. The only theory that would
Jjustify this publicity provision is that it would aid the Gov-
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ernment in preventing evasion of taxes. That is the only
possible theory. There is no proof that one year of pub-
licity with respect to income-tax returns helped the Gov-
ernment in catching the evaders of taxes. The opposite
was demonstrated, and this obnoxious provision was repealed.

Mr. CONNERY. Would the gentleman be in favor of
New York State and all other States repealing their law?

Mr. O'CONNOR. I can not let a false impression prevail
here. New York does not publish the amount of taxes paid
on income-tax returns.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Ii does on real estate.

Mr, O'CONNOR. On real estate, yes; but these taxes are
assessed against the property and not in the name of the
individual. I am talking about income-tax returns, and the
day will never come when the great State of New York will
give publicity to its income-tax refurns.

Mr. LAMBETH. I want to say to the gentleman that the

State of North Carolina has never published income-tax |

refurns or amounts.

Mr. O'CONNOR. And I am confident never will.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment. We have adopted an income-tax system in this
country whereby we obtain revenue for Federal purposes.
We have no intention of embarrassing business by it, and
therefore we do not wish to interfere with business but to
make the income-tax returns as profitable to the Govern-
ment as possible.

In the case of real property there is no question involved
as to whether anyone knows how much tax you pay. Every-
one knows you pay a certain rate on an assessed valuation,
but Government income tax involves the very life of business
in many instances. For instance, here is a corporation or
a partnership of individuals supposed fo be making a con-
siderable amount of money, and the inference is that they
should pay a large tax. But in the latter part of the tax-
able year they suffer reverses, resulting in deductions from
their gross income. The amount of income reported fairly
and justly is much less than those who follow the course
these businesses had anticipated, and consequently the first
cry will be from competitors that the corporation is evading
taxes. Consequently the credit of the corporation will be
attacked. Moreover, it will hurt the credit of the corpora-
tion with the banks. '

Mr. BACON. And the same might be true of the indi-
vidual.

Mr. HAWLEY, Yes; I include the individual with the
corporation. We have had this provision for one year. It
worked unsatisfactorily. In addition to the things that have
been said against it, and which I indorse, an immense
amount of detail is necessary to the preparation of the re-
turns. Since the lack of background and information about
the several corporations or individuals who pay the tax would
cause the public generally to draw incorrect conclusions,
such 'publicity would result in uninfended injury. They
know nothing of what the business conditions were or what
the operations were during the year, and it would be unfair
and unjust to these individuals and corporations who are
doing an honorable business.

Mr. BLACK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HAWLEY. Yes.

Mr. BLACK. Does the gentleman recall what the Treas-
ury Department had $o say about the publicity measure
when it was repealed?

Mr, HAWLEY. No; I do not know.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Mellon had a lot to say about it.

Mr. BLANTON. Anybody could wire to the district of the
gentleman from Oregon and get the amount of tax that he
pays on his real estate and on his personal-property fax
and his school taxes, but no information can be obtained
about his Federal income taxes.

Mr. HAWLEY. You do not have to wire; you can come to
me, and I will show what it is.

Mr. BLANTON. If that is frue, whylsttnotpropertc
have information about Federal returns?

Mr. HAWLEY. To continue the remarks that I was mak-
ing a moment ago, we are now passing on to the people of
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the United States a tremendous burden of taxation, out of
a clear sky, as it were, from $184,000,000 surplus to $903,~
000,000 deficit in & year. It is a credit crisis for the institu-
tions that will bear the burden that Congress is putting upon
them. Now, to come in with this kind of an amendment,
which will, under the circumstances, impair their credit,
when we are more than doubling the demand, seems to me
unjust, unfair, and unwise.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows: L

Amendment by Mr. Parman: Amend the LaGuardia amendment
by inserting at the end of sald amendment the following:

“Provided, That when an application for a refund, credit, or

abatement 18 made, the income-tax return upon which such
application is made shall become subject to examination by a
Member of Congress.”
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, it occurs to me that when
one makes an application for a refund, credit, or abatement
of his income tax that he has paid, the application and
the return upon which it is based should be open fo public
inspection; but I do not believe the House would approve
an amendment like that. However, I do believe it is reason-
able, and the House should seriously consider adopting an
amendment that would permit any Member of Congress, &
representative of the people elected by the people, fo look
after the people’s business, to examine that application and
the tax returns upon which the application is based. There
should not be any objection to that. I invite your attention
to the fact that during the last 3,000 days our Federal Gov-
ernment has remitted to the taxpayers of this Nation three
thousand millions of dollars, on an average of a million dol-
lars a day, in tax refunds, credits, and abatements. A total
of $3,000,000,000—more than enough to cover the deficit.

No one can examine those returns. It is true that if the
refund amounts to as much as $75,000, a joint committee
has the right to pass on the income-tax returns and the
applications for refunds, credits, and abatements; but if the
amount is less than that, no one has a right to go into those
income-tax returns for the purpose of determining whether
or not the refund was made in the manner and form re-
quired by law, unless, of course, there is some litigation that
causes it fo go to the Board of Tax Appeals.

I invite further attention to the fact that the city of Chi-
cago has had a secret tax system. An interesting article was
written about that secret tax system not long since. The
writer of the article warned the American people not to
keep their assessments secret. That should apply not only
to the city of Chicago but to every State, county, and
municipal government, and the Federal Government as
well. Here is what happened in Chicago. It was discovered
in an investigation that one man would be paying $5 taxes on
his home, while the man next door would be paying $50
taxes on & home that had the same value, and the one next
to him was paying $500 on a similar home, The reason why
the man who was paying $5 on that valuation was because
of a political pull that he had and the secrecy of the returns,
and it is my understanding that as a result of those fraudu-
lent returns which resulted by reason of a secret tax system,
all assessments were declared void. To-day Chicago is very
much in the red and trace it back and it all comes from a
secret, tax system. Certainly there should be some way that
representatives of the people should have the right to ex-
amine a tax return when the one who filed that return is
making application for public funds fo be returned to him.
T urge the committee to seriously consider this amendment.
[Applause.]

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I hope neither one of these
amendments will be adopted. I can see no useful purpose
to be subserved by making public the amount of the tax
the taxpayer pays. I proceed upon the presumption that
the Government officials are honorable and honest, and that
they will perform their duty. I think the only one who has
any concern in an individual taxpayer’s return is the Gov-
ernment, to see that the full amount of taxes due by the
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taxpayer is collected. I can see how publishing the amount
might satisfy the curiosity of some of the taxpayer’s neigh-
bors, and it opens the matter for his enemies to try to make
all sorts of difficulties for him. I can not see any good in
making the matter public. Under the law to-day the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and the Finance Committee of
the Senate, the two legislative bodies representing the Con-
gress, have the right to examine these returns. Also, under
the law which my friend from Texas referred to, where a
tax return is over $75,000, the whole income-tax returns of
the taxpayer are subject to scrutiny by the Joint Committee
on Internal Revenue Taxation, and that committee has a
staff of experts who review them. For the last seven years
the Speaker of this House has been on that joint committee,
and the chairman of the Commitiee on Ways and Means
and the two ranking majority Members are on it. That is
true of the Senate. Five members of the Senate Committee
on Finance are on that committee., I can assure you that
the staff of that joint committee, headed by Mr. PARKER, are
honest and capable and that they go into all of those returns
and submit them to this joint committee.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

Mr. PATMAN. It is my understanding that when one
concern made application for a refund the application was
not passed on, and each year they would make additional
applications. Finally one refund was made, and when that
refund was authorized and made the Bureau of Internal
Revenue turned the case over to the joint committee, and in
doing so it furnished the joint commitiee with six truck-
loads of papers in connection with that case. If that is true,
does the gentleman think it is possible for that joint com-
mittee to officially pass on such returns and refunds in cases
like that?

Mr. CRISP. I am sure the gentleman refers to the case of
the United States Steel Corporation. I answer the gentle-
man frankly, that no committee is going to consider six car-
loads of documents, and I am equally confident that no
Member of Congress would do it either. [Laughter.]

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

Mr. LaAGUARDIA. I know I followed along with some
of the ablest men in this House in opposition to the repeal
of the provision I am offering. Have conditions so changed
that support of this policy of publicity has been abandoned?

Mr. CRISP. I know the House is divided as to what is
the wisest thing to do in this case, and I accord to each
Member sincerity of purpose and desire to serve our country.
My own view upon it is that no useful public purpose will
be subserved by publishing the amount of the returns. I
grant you it would satisfy the curiosity of some of our neigh-
bers and friends.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Georgia be allowed to proceed for
two additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. I yield.

Mr. SCHAFER. Would not the publishing of the amounts
paid in taxes under this bill and the names of the taxpayers
serve some useful purpose? For instance, if there was pub-
lished the names and amount of tax paid by Capone and the
other racketeers under the brewers’ wort-tax provisions,
would not material assistance be given to the law-enforce-
ment agencies of this Government?

Mr. CRISP. I do not think so.

Mr. SCHAFER. I believe it would.

Mr, KVALE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. 1 yield.

Mr. EVALE. I would like to ask the gentleman if this
feature was considered in committee?

Mr. CRISP. If was not.
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Mr. EVALE, Is it not true that when this was last con-
sidered in 1926 the gentlemen who were members of the
Ways and Means Committee upon the chairman’s side of
the aisle were, to a large degree, favorable to the then exist-
ing statute, which we are to-day attempting o reenact?

Mr. CRISP. I do not have sufficient information to
answer the gentleman. I do not know.

Mr. KVALE. Mr. Chairman, if I could secure recognition,
which I can not at the moment, I would like to state that
there is ample evidence in the Recorp of the debates at that
time, and to cite from it.

Mr. CRISP. That is much more satisfactory than any
recollection I might have,

Mr. HADLEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. I yield.

Mr. HADLEY. Is it not a fact that the present law,
passed in 1926, is a compromise between the two schools of
thought, one for no publicity and one for vexatious and
unnecessary publicity, and that that trial, under the act of
1926, has been so satisfactory that the Ways and Means
Committee has had no protests, no appearance has been
made upon hearing, and no demand made for this amend-
ment or any similar amendment?

Mr. CRISP. The gentleman’s statement is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from
Georgia has again expired.

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Georgia be allowed to proceed for
two additional minutes.

The CHATIRMAN. Without objection, if is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP, 1 yield.

Mr. PATMAN. May I suggest to the gentleman that in
the case of the United States Steel Co., they delivered six
truckloads of papers, and it is true the committee could not
look over those papers in the allotted time. Neither could
a Member of Congress; but if there had been a law which
provided that the minute an application was filed it would
permit a Member of Congress to look into the case, possibly
this case would have been looked into many years before the
final refund was granted.

Mr. CRISP. That is possible. But under the law then
either the Ways and Means Committee of the House or the
Finance Committee of the Senate, the committees which
deal with internal-revenue taxation, had the right to re-
view it.

Mr. GIFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. I yield.

Mr. GIFFORD. Would the gentleman regard it as a good
definition of his word “ curiosity,” when I tell him that the
morning after the law was in effect relating to publicity of
tax returns, in my State of Massachuseits the first ones
whom the newspapers carried in their columns were 16
Congressmen from Massachusetts.

Mr. CRISP. I am willing to have them examine my
returns.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Geor-
gia has again expired.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Peavey] has said that we have this law in effect in Wis-
consin and that there has not been any protest whatsoever
against it. I call the gentleman’s attention and the atten-
tion of the House to the fact that only recently the private
affairs, the private income of every taxpayer in Wisconsin
was featured in the public press, to the humilitation of those
taxpayers great and small. This amendment does not affect
me, because we have this “ snooping " amendment into our
private affairs in the State of Wisconsin, and I suppose that
character of “snooping ” will continue for years and years,
as long as the present administration is in control of the
affairs of that State. But I am calling upon you to rise
up here and protest against this “snooping " amendment,
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especially at this time. It has only one purpose, and that is
to increase discontent against those who fortunately have
some little income. The gentleman from New York cites the
instance that real-estate taxes and personal-property taxes
are public. They are not public, not. listed as to tfotal
amounts paid by an individual in my State nor in any other
State, but a *“snooper,” a sniper may go and collect them.
They may collect the amount of taxes for personal property
and for real-estate taxes that any one person pays by going
through the entire tax rolls if their curiosity impels them
to that extreme.

Now, I have heard the prune-box orators on the sireets of
Detroit call upon the unemployed to rise up en masse and
confiscate the fortunes and wealth of those who have
estates. That was within the last six months, and within
a month they marched out to the gates of Dearborn in
the guise of trying to bring relief to the unemployed, with
the obvious purpose to tear down the pillars of our Govern-
ment. If there was ever a time when we should hold our
senses and not add fuel to the flames of discontent, to those
who are alien to the sentiments of our civilization, it is
now. [Applause.] The very purpose of this amendment is
to stir up sedition, to arouse discontent against existing
order. Of what other avail will it be? That is the purpose,
the covert purpose of this amendment, and I hope it is vofed
down. [Applause.]

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
pro forma amendment.

This bill may add no money fo the Public Treasury. It
may not help balance the Budget, but it is certainly going to
add to the vocabulary, and may balance the vocabulary.

I predict that the gentleman from Wisconsin will never he
known for the many points of order he makes, but surely,
after to-day, he is going to get eternal fame for coining the
word ‘ snoozer.” [Laughter.]

This bill, instead of being called an act for raising revenue,
should be called an act for raising hell, and the amendment
offered by my distinguished friend from New York [Mr.
LaGuarpiAl is certainly accommodating in that respect.

I think a proper amendment, along the line of publicity,
would be an amendment to the effect that the collector of
internal revenue post the names of the people in his com-
munity who do not pay any taxes. If taxation without rep-
resentation is tyranny, what is representation without taxa-
tion?

For the last two or three weeks in the House we have had
squawking and squealing from various parts of the country
because at last the Congress had s plan by which some
people who never pay any taxes might be called upon to pay
a modicum of taxes, and that proposition was defeated.

In addition to making the people who pay taxes pay their
taxes we now insist on this publicity. We all know about
the unanimous wave of profest that rose all over the country
when the newspapers feafured the prominent people of the
community who happened to be in'a position to pay income
taxes. The protest was almost universal throughout this
land.

You have bedeviled this bill in as many ways as possible.
You have done everything you could to keep the country
from approving this tax bill—the Democrats by troubles
among themselves, the Republicans by sitting back and jeer-
ing, and the White House by being silent. This kind of an
amendment to the administrative feature of the bill is just
another step in the direction of not passing any tax bill in
the near future.

I do not believe this amendment—not in the interest of
the United States Government, not in the interest of the
American taxpayers, but in the interest of the great curiosity
bloc—should pass. [Applause.]

Mr, CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on
this amendment and amendments therefo close in five
minutes.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Mr. Chairman and gentle-
men, I believe this amendment instead of furning on the
light will merely turn on the keyhole. [Laughter and ap-
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plause.] The trouble about it is that our Government has
gone into the spying and snooping business too much as it
is. May I correct the word used by the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

Mr. STAFFORD. That is the word I intended to use. I
know the gentleman knew the word I intended to use.

Mr. OLIVER of New York. I knew that. When the pro-
vision was passed placing a tax of 65 per cent on incomes
of $5,000,000 I felt heartbroken. I felt like the old lady
who sat near the fireplace when a brick fell down the
chimney. She wept. Neighbors came in and asked her why
she cried. She said, “Well, if I had a daughter and that
daughter had a child, and that poor little baby was sitting
in the chimney place where that brick fell down the brick
might have killed it.”” ([Laughter.] Of course, I will never
have an income affected by that unfair fax. Now, when
they want to publish what I have got I am moved to real
tears. I am moved to fears for all my friends mourning '
over the remains of golden days.

When the publication took place years ago nobody knew
what losses a man had; nobody knew what credits he had;
nobody knew in what kind of business enterprises his in-
vestments were made; and yet because he was known as a
man who made, for instance, $25,000 he was looked upon as
an absolute thief if he had not reported an income to the
Government of $25,000. Could anything be more unfair?

We are dealing with one of the most intricate, complex,
and technical things in the world when we are dealing with
the income tax. We are nof dealing with an appraisal of
a piece of real estate made by public authorities and pub-
lished in public books, but we are dealing with the most
private thing a man has. A man and his wife may report
joint income taxes. How do we know but what the lady
might have lost something and it was deducted from her
husband’s income? Must we invite all America. to cross-
examine her? Must we spy and snipe and snoop into the
private affairs of our people? This Government is invading
private business and invading the homes, and the way to
stop it from invading the privacy of a man’s credit and the
privacy of his business is by defeafing an amendment such
as this. [Applause.] : :

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendmeni to
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas.

The amendment fo the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LaGuUaRDIAl.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. StarrorDp) there were—ayes 18, noes 123,

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

(a) Time of payment: The total amount of tax imposed by this
title shall be paid on the 15th day of March following the close of
the calendar year, or, if the return should be made on the basis of
a fiscal year, then on the 15th day of the fhird month following
the close of the fiscal year.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out
the last word.

I can readily understand the nervousness of certain gentle-
men when even remote mention is made about public serut-
iny of the records of the incomes of public officials. We have
had many instances of the value of income-tax publicity.

In my city at this time the people are receiving a very
liberal education about the necessity of publicity on incomes.
I am not surprised at that opposition at all, but I am sur-
prised at some of my Republican Members from New York
State joining in this kissing party with their colleagues
from Tammany Hall.

Mr. BOYLAN. A point of order, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. BOYLAN. I would like to know if, under the rules,
post mortems are allowed. The gentleman’s amendment was
‘defeated and I do not think time should be consumed in
holding a post mortem.

The CHAIRMAN. What is the gentleman’s point of
order?
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Mr. BOYLAN, My point of order is that it is against
the rules of the House fo deliver post mortems.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, you can only make a
proper diagnssis, sometimes, by a post mortem.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is overruled. The
gentleman from New York will proceed in order.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I am talking about the
close of the fiscal year, and the close of the year is going to
come very soon for certain people.

Why, not even in the days of the absolute power of An-
drew Mellon were such statements made as were made to-
day in opposition to a provision in our revenue law which
every Member of the House should know is absolutely
necessary. I was quite surprised to see the distinguished
floor leader of the majority party, from whom I learned
all about the necessity of tax publicity, vote in opposition
to this amendment. I sat here as a young Member listen-
ing to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Ramney]l, to the
gentleman from Texes [Mr. Garnerl, and to other distin-
guished members of the Ways and Means Committee on
the Democratic side urging the necessity for such return
publicity. :

Oh, gentlemen, this fight on publicify is not over—not by
any means. I am confident that before this bill leaves
the Capitol there will be a proper publicity provision in the
law, because it is necessary.

So much was said, Mr. Chairman, about the corporation
or the individual that has no credit and has no income. Is
it the purpose of the law to help misinformafion and mis-
statements on a financial statement? What argument is
that? Is it the purpose of the law to help evasion of the
law? Every one of us will remember that following the act
of 1924 we had the greatest number of returns, and accu-
rate returns, because of the publicity provision. It was so
wholesome that one of the most powerful lobbies, which
the gentleman from Illinois at the time described here on
the fioor of the House, was busy until Congress repealed it.
I am quite sure it was almost a party vofte. I voted to re-
tain the publicity provision and against its repeal. Per-
haps my colleague from New York [Mr. O'Conxor] did vote
to eliminate it; I would not be surprised if he did. In
the days of Boss Tweed, of New York fame, Mr. Chairman,
when our taxes on realty in New York were secret, condi-
tions became so rotten as to create national scandal. It
resulted in a change in our law in New York State, and
such records are now public. There is real necessity for a
publicity provision in all tax laws.

In the days of Tweed one of the chief sources of the
many sources of graft was from evasion of taxes by owners
of property through favoritism in assessments.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for two more minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. LaGUARDIA. And afier an investigation was had,
first, a private investigation by the property owners them-
selves—the House will recall history—and then by the leg-
islature, there was established the system we have now
where all tax records are public.

I submit that this provision was tried but one short year,
and it was so effective, as stated by the gentleman from
Tllinois [Mr. Ramney] at the time, as to bring down here
this powerful lobby and cause its repeal. I am confident,
before long there will be a publicity provision written into
the law.

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, I believe that if we are
going to make any headway with this bill, we ought to pro-
ceed, and the only way to proceed is to proceed. If every
Member who proposes an amendment, after the amendment
has been discussed, debated, end a vote taken on it, is dis-
eatisfied with the vote of the House, is going to deliver a
post mortem on why his amendment was lost, is going to
lecture the House as to why they voted a certain way, I do
not think we are going to mske much hsadway with the bill.
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I believe in a full discussion. I respect every man’s
opinion, and I would like him to have respect for mine. But
there must be an end somewhere. If, after a proper debate,
after intelligent discussion, the House takes a vote on a
proposition, to my mind that orderly procedure should settle
the matter.

Mr, LAGUARDIA. I think the gentleman is right.

Mr. BOYLAN. Then, why get up and deliver such a sad
speech, because you lost your amendment? You had a fair
discussion, you received the verdict of the House; why not
take it like a sportsman, why get up and squeal and holler,
when struck by the harpoon? [Laughter.] Of course, the
gentleman can not win all the time. Even the greatest
leader has to meet temporary reverses. [Laughter.]

I find in life that we should be satisfied to achieve the
mean average of things. The gentleman can not sit in the
sun all the time; he has to be in the shade and the shadow
occasionally. Last week the gentleman was basking in the
sun, but to-day it fails to shine on him. - [Laughter.]

Why not strike an average? Say 50-50. The gentleman
is better off than 50 to-day. [Laughter.] Why doth he
protest so vehemently when victory fails to perch on his
banner. [Laughter.]

Of course, if the gentleman won all the time, the House
would be lopsided. [Laughter.] I am sure the gentleman
does not want that to happen, because the gentleman—and
I have known him for many years, and I respect him—TI
know he would be the most disappointed man in the world
if everything always went on quietly and peacefully.
[Laughter.] It is not in his nature, and I respect him for
it. If the gentleman presents a proposition and fortune
fails to smile on him, why not smile it off and be good-
natured and try again? Mr. Chairman, I merely make this
interpolation in order to expedite the passage of this bill
[Laughter and applause.]

The Clerk read as follows:

As soon as practicable after the return is filed the commis-
eloner shall examine it and shall determine the correct amount
of the tax.

Mr, PALMISANO. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out
the last two words. Mr. Chairman, I rise to call the atten-
tion of the chairman and the members of the Ways and
Means Committee, and especially the Democratic members,
to a matter, in view of the statement of the gentleman from
Georgia, that they are going to consider the question of
striking out section 141, page 108, line 19, in regard to con-
solidated returns.

I want to call attention to the fact that in the Seventieth
Congress our able Speaker at that time offered an amend-
ment, when the control of the House was in the hands
of Republicans, and the Democratic minority, assisted by
a number of Republicans, voted to strike this section out,
and the Speaker at that time contended it would save
$24,000,000. I trust that the members of the Committee
on Ways and Means will go back and refer to page 601 of
the Recorp of the Seventieth Congress, first session, and they
will see for themselves the argument made at that time. On
page 605 of that Rzcorp will be found the vote by tellers,
and it was agreed to. It was finally put back by the Senate.
I hope that the Committee on Ways and Means will consider
and strike that out.

Mr. CRISP. The committee is giving that attention.

Mr. RAINEY, Mr. Chairman, a few days ago, when in
committee the surtaxes were increased to 72 per cent on
the larger incomes, I stated to the committee that I would
undertake to compile data as to the income taxes in various
States and what the combined income taxes of the State
imposing an income tax and the Federal incoms tax would
mean. At my request, Mr. Parker, chief of staff of the Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation, has made that
compilation. There are 28 Stafes which have income taxes in
some form. In a majority of the States the maximum rate
is not high, but the tax has a breoad base and reaches down
to single persons with net incomes of about $1,000 and
married people with a net income of about $2,000. In a
majority of the cases the rate of taxes is about 5 per cent
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on net incomes of over $15,000. If a man lives in one of
these States, which Mr. Parker calls average States, and
happens to have an income of over $5,000,000, he will pay
77 cents in income taxes out of every dollar that he makes,
leaving him only 23 cents out of his earned dollar. The
hlghesttaxisinWlsconsin,andi!amanlivingintheBtate
of Wisconsin is fortunate enough to have an income of over
$5,000,000, he will pay a maximum tax of 72 cents on the
dollar to the Federal Government and 15 cents fo the State
of Wisconsin, making a grand total income tax of 87 cents
on the dollar. I ask unanimous consent to print this data
in the REcorp so that Members of the House may study it
and consider it, because when the bill comes back info the
House I am going to ask for a separate vote on that amend-
ment to see whether the House really wants it or not.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks
unanimous consent to insert the matter referred fo in the
Recorp. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The matter referred to is as follows:

CoNGeEsSS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JomwT CoMMITTEE ON INTERNAL REVENUE TAXATION,
Washington, March 22, 1932,
Hon. Hexzy T. RAINEY, :
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

My Dzar ConGrEssMaAn: In accordance with the request from
your office in regard to State income taxes and the maximum
burden which would result from these taxes in conjunction with
the surtax amendment agreed to by the Committee of the Whole
House, the following information is submitted:

Twenty-eight States have income taxes of some form, and there-
fore the citizens of over one-half of the States have to pay income
taxes not only to the Federal Government but also to the State
governments. { i

In the majority of the States the maximum rate of tax is fairly
low, but the tax has a broad base, reaching down to single per-
sons with net income of about $1,000 and to married persons with
net income of about $2,000. It is roughly estimated that in the
majority of cases the maximum rate of tax is about 5 per cent on
net incomes of over $15.000. ]

If a man lives in one of these average States and happens to
have an income over §5,000,000, he will pay 77 cents in income
tax out of every dollar he makes in excess of that amount, leaving
him only 23 cents out of his earned. dollar,

There is attached hereto a résumé of the individual income-tax
rates In 20 States, these being all we could secure in the time
avallable. The following comments are supported by the data
given in this résumé:

If a man living in the State of Wisconsin s fortunate enough
to have an income of over $5,000,000, he will pay & maximum tax
of 72 cents on the dollar to the Federal Government and 15 cents
to Wisconsin, making a grand fotal income tax of 87 cents on the
dollar,

A man with a similar income in New York, Illinois, Massachu-
getts, North Carolina, and North Dakota will pay 4 maximum tax
of 72 cents on the dollar to the Federal Government and 6 cents
on the dollar to the States. making & grand total of 78 cents on
the dollar.

In the case of Arkansas, Georgia, Oklahoma, and South Caro-
lina, the maximum combined rate of tax will be 77 cents on the
dollar.

In view of the financial difficulties facing the States, it would
not be surprising if the income-tax rates in the various States
were substantidlly increased in the near future.

Trusting the above will meet your requirements,

Very respectiully,
L. H. PariEr, Chief of Staff.
State income tares
ARKANSAS
Rates: First $3,000, 1 per cent; second $3,000, 2 per cent; next
$5,000, 8 per cent; next 214,000, 4 per cent; balance, 5 per cent.
Exemptions: Single person, $1,500; married person, $2,500; for
dependents, $400.
DELAWARE
Rates: First $3,000, 1 per cent; next $7,000, 2 per cent; balance,
8 per cent (governor, on advice of tax commissioner, may rebate
such part as may be deemed safe for finances of State.)
Exemptions: Single person, $1,000; married person, $2,000; for
dependents, $200. ;
GEORGIA

Rates: First $5,000, 1 per cent; second 85,000, 2 per cent; third
$6.000, 8 per cent; fourth $5,000, 4 per cent; balance, 5 per cent,

Exemptlons: Single person, $1,500; married person, $3,600; widow
or widower with minor children, $3.500; for dependents, $400,

IDAHO

Rates: First $2,000, 1 per cent; second 2,000, 2 per cent; third
$2,000, 3 per cent; balance, 4 per cent.

Exemptions: Single person, $1,000; married person, $2,500; for
dependents, $300.
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ILLINOIS

Rates: First $1,000, 1 per cent; next $3,000, 2 per cent; next
$5,000, 3 per cent; next $7,000, 4 per cent; next §9,000, 5 per cent;
balance, 6 per cent.

Exemptions: Single person, $1,000; married person., $2.500; for
dependents, $300.

MASSACHUSETTS

Rates: (1) Income from annuities, professions, employments,
trades, or businesses, 114 cent; (2) pet gains from dealings
in tangible personal ,-8 per cent; (3) income from interest
and dividends, 6 per cent.

Exemptions: In the case of professions, employments, trades, or
businesses, §2,000; in the case of interest, dividends, or annuities
(if total income from all sources does not exceed $1,000, but not
allowed to any married person if combined incomes of husband
and wife exceed $1,5600), $1,000.

' MISSISSIFFI

Rates: First 82,000, 27, per cent; next §3,000, 31, per cent; next
$10,000, 415 per cent; balance, 5% per cent.

Exemptions: Single person, $1,500; married person, §3,500; for
dependents, $400.

MISSOUEL

Rates: First half 1931, 1 per cent. Thereafter: First $§1,000, 1 per
cent; second 81,000, 114 per cent; third $1,000, 2 per cent; next
$2,000, 214 per cent; next §2,000, 3 per cent; next $2,000, 3'4 per
cent; balance, 4 per cent.

dependents, $200. -
NEW HAMPSHIRE E

Average rate on other property except polls, saving deposits, and
property specially taxed. (For 1931,'2.9 per cent on $100.)

Exemptions: $200. g

; NEW YORK

Rates: First $10,000, 2 per cent; nexi $40,000, ¢ per cent; balance,
6 per cent.

Exemptions: Single person, $2,500; married person, $4,000; for
dependents, $400.

NORTH CAROLINA

Rates: First 82,000, 2 per cent; second $2,000, 3 per cent; third
$2,000, 4 per cent; fourth $2,000, 5 per cent; fifth $2,000, 514 per
cent; balance, 6 per cent.

Exemptions: Single person, £1,000; married person, $2,000; for
dependents, $200; married woman with separate income, §1,000;
widow or widower with minor children, $2,000.

NORTH DAKOTA

Rates: First 2,000, 1 per cent; second £2,000, 2 per cent; third
£2,000, 8 per cent; Tourth $2,000, 4 per cent; fifth $2,000, 5 per cent;
balance, 6 per cent,

Exemptions: 8ingle person, $1,000; married person, $2,000; for
dependents, $300.

OKLAHOMA

Rates: First $10,000, 2 per cent; second $10,000, 3 per cent; next
$80,000, 4 per cent; balance, § per cent.

Exemptions: Single person, $750; married person, $1,600; for
dependents, §750.

OREGON

Rates; Other than interest and dividends—First $1,000, 1 per
cent; second £1,000, 2 per cent; third 81,000, 3 per cent; fourth
$1,000, 4 per cent; balance, 5 per cent; interest and dividends, 8
per cent.

Exceptions: Other than interest and dividends—Single person,
£1,500; married person, $2,500; for dependents, $400. Interest and
dividends—Single person, the excess of $1,600 over the total net
income, but not more than $500; married person, the excess of
$2,500 over the total net income, but not more than $800.

SOUTH CAROLINA

‘Rates: First 2,000, 1 per cent; second £2,000, 2 per cent; third
$2,000, 3 per cent; fourth 2,000, 4 per cent; balance, b per cent.

Exemptions: Single person, $1.200; married person, $2.200; for
dependents, $400.

TENNESSEE

Rates: Interest and dividends, 5 per cent.

Exemptions: None.

UTAH

Rates: First $1,000, 1 per cent; second 81,000, 11§ per cent; third
£1,000, 114 per cent; fourth 1,000, 13 per cent; fifth $1,000, 2 per
cent; sixth $1,000, 2} per cent; seventh $1,000, 3 per cent; eighth
$1,000, 814, per cent; balance, 4 per cent. Plus filing fee, $1.

Exemptions: Single person, $1,000; married person, $2,000; for
dependents, $400.

VERMONT

Rates: Business income, 2 per cent; intangible, 4 per cent.

Exemptions: Business—Single person, $1,000; married person,
$2,000; for dependents, $250. Intangible (if no other income)—
Single person, $400; married perscn, §800.
< VIRGINIA

Rates: Pirst $3,000, 114 per cent; next $3,000, 214 per cent;
balance, 3 per cent.

Exemptions: Single person, $1,250; married person, $2,800; for
dependents, $400; widow or widower with minor children, $2,800.

Exemptions: Single person, $1,000; married person, $2,000; for-
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WISCONSIN

Rates: Normal—First §1,000, 1 per cent; second $1,000, 114 per
cent; third $1,000, 14 per cent; fourth $1,000, 2 per cent; fifth
$1,000, 215, per cent; sixth $1,000, 3 per cent; seventh $1,000, 81
per cent; eighth $1,000, 4 per cent; ninth $1,000, 4}, per cent;
tenth $1,000, 6 per cent; eleventh 1,000, 5% per cent; twelfth
$1,000, 6 per cent; balance, 7 per cent. Burtaxes—(1) Teacher’s
surtax, one-sixth of normal rates of ilncome in excess of £3,000;
(2) emergency surtax, 7 per cent.

Credits against normal tax: Single person, £8; married person,
817.50; for dependents, §4.

The Clerk read as follows:

(d) In determining the period for which the taxpayer has held
stock or securities the acquisition of which (or the contract or
option to acquire which) resulted in the nondeductibility (under
section 118 of this act or the revenue act of 1928, relating to wash
sales) of the loss from the sale or other disposition of substan-
tially identical stock or securities, there shall be included the
period for which he held the stock or securities the loss from
the sale or other disposition of which was not deductible.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word, for the purpose of having the gentleman, tired
though as he may be, explain this change in the adminis-
trative features, so far as the capital net gain or loss provision
-is concerned. There have been abuses in the way individ-
uals, and in some instances corporations, have sold stocks
that have depreciated in price and repurchased them. We
have read subsection (d), which is the only change to
correct the evil that is acknowledged generally to have ex-
isted ever since the capital net gain or loss provision was
incorporated in the law. I think it would be informing to
the committee fo have some member of the Ways and Means
Committee explain as to what is sought to be effected by this
amendment,

Mr. CRISP, Mr. Chairman, this is one of the important
provisions of the administrative features. The gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. Vinson] was on that subcommittee,
and I shall ask him to make reply to the gentleman from
Wisconsin.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr, Chairman, this paragraph
fills a gap in the wash-sales provision. To illustrate, a
person who owns $50,000 stock in a corporation and has
held it for more than two years; it has depreciated in value,
say, to $25,000; he sells the stock at the market price and
bhuys same amount of stock same day. Under a former law
he could take advantage of the total $25,000 loss. That gap
was filled up by prior legislation. After that law was passed
the taxpayer, or some shrewd counsel, conceived the idea
that he could sell the stock a second time and buy same
amount of stock a second time. After he sold this stock for
$25,000 he would go into the market again and buy the
same kind of stock back for $25,000. Under prevailing law
he can take credit for $25,000 loss on his gross income. This
new provision says that if he sells the second time, as his
shrewd counsel advised him to do, he can not deduct the
net loss of $25,000 from the gross income. All he can do
under this subsection (d) is to take credit for 1215 per cent
of that loss from his gross income.

Mr. STAFFORD. In all other particulars, however, any
person who has suffered a loss in a stock transaction and
sells the stock in a bona fide way may deduct that loss from
his income-tax return.

Mr. VINSON of Kenfucky. That is the law.

Mr, STAFFORD. The committee seeks to strengthen
what was intended formerly in respect to these wash-sales
provisions by preventing 2 man from taking a loss a second
time.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. When a man sells the same
stock a second time and buys it back for same price, this
law prevents him from getting a complete credit for the
original loss and limits it to 1214 per cent of the loss. In
the fiscal year of 1933, $7,500,000 will be saved to the Treas-
ury—$12,000,000 for 1934.

Mr., STAFFORD. I withdraw the pro forma amendment,.

The Clerk read as follows:

(a) If any corporation, however created or ol , 1s formed
or availed of for the purpose of preventing the imposition of the
surtax upon its shareholders through the medium of permitting
its gains and profits to accumulate instead of being divided or
distributed, there shall be levied, collected, and paid for each tax-
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able year upon the net Income of such corporation a tax equal to
50 per cent of the amount thereof, which shall be in addition to
the tax imposed by section 13 and shall be computed, collected,
and paid upon the same basis and in the same manner and sub-
Ject to the same provisions of law, including penalties, as that tax.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.
I am going to move to strike out of the section, and if it is
adopted, I serve notice that I will move to strike out each
succeeding paragraph of the section.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, LAGuarDIA offered the following amendment: Strike out, be-
ginning line 20, page 62, and ending line 6, page 64, and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

“(a) Tax on personal holding companies: If any personal hold-
ing company permits more than 30 per cent of its met income for
the taxable year to accumulate instead of being distributed to its
stockholders, there shall be imposed an additional tax of 25 per
cent of the net income (decreased in the amount of Federal taxes
pald for the preceding taxable year), of such company for such

“(b) Tax on companies other than personal holding companies:
If any corporation other than a personal holding company permits
more than 60 per cent of its net income for the taxable year to
accumulate instead of being distributed to its stockholders, there
shall be imposed an additional tax of 10 per cent of the net income
(decreased in the amount of Federal taxes pald for the preceding
taxable year) of such company for such year. This subsection
shall not apply (1) to any corporation during the first three years
of its existence, or (2) to any corporation having a net Income of
less than 10,000 for the taxable year, or (3) any banking or
insurance corporation.

“(c) Definitions. As used in this section: (1) The term *per-
sonal holding company' means any holding or investment com-
pany if (A) 80 per cent or more of its voting stock is owned or
controlled, directly or indirectly, by not more than 50 individuals
and (B) at least 80 per cent of its gross income for the taxable
year is derived from rents, royalties, dividends, interest (excluding
tax-exempt interest), and (except in the case of regular dealers
in securities) gain from the sale of securities or other assets pro-
ducing such income. Such term shall not include any banking or
insurance corporation.

“(2) The term ‘net income' means net income as defined in
section 21 plus the amount of the dividend deduction and interest
upon obligations of the United States.

*(8) The term * dividend deduction ' means the deduction speci-
fied in section 23 (p).

“(4) The term ‘interest upon obligations of the United States'
means interest upon obligations of the United States issued after
September 1, 1917, which would be subject to tax in whole or in
part in the hands of an individual owner.

“(d) Collection and payment: The tax imposed by subsections
9 (a) and (b) shall be assessed, collected, and pald upen the same
basis and in the same manner and subject to the same provisions
of law, including penalties, as the tax imposed by section 138."

Mr. CRISP. May I say to the gentleman from New York
that a subcommittee of the Committee on Ways and Means
is considering some administrative changes, and I am not
certain whether this is one of them or not, because I have
been so occupied that I could not sit in with the subcom-
mittee. But, in any event, the gentleman from New York
will readily agree that this is a complicated amendment.
It is impossible for me, having heard it read, and it is im-
possible for the committee, to intelligently construe it.
Therefore, I am going to ask the gentleman from New York
if he will not be willing to have this section passed over, to
be called up later, with all of the gentleman's rights reserved,
which will give the committee a chance to consider it,
whether the subcommittee is considering making a recom-
mendation for a change or not.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Of course, I shall be very happy to
have the section passed at this time. I simply want to state
that I can readily understand that the provisions of this
section are somewhat involved from just hearing it read.
It is very simple in its application, and my surprise is that
we have been unable to get the Treasury Department to
take the simple provision of section 220, which is now sec~
tion 104, and apply it as Congress intended.

I simply want to remind the House, and I am sure the
distinguished gentleman from Georgia will recall, that a
former distinguished chairman of this committee, the gen-
tleman from Iowa, Mr. Green, now Judge Green, labored long
and hard on this particular provision.

Section 220 of the revenue act of 1926, which with some
slight modifications became section 104 of the revenue act
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of 1928, was originated by our former distinguished col-
league, Representative William R. Green. He did not draft
the language. This was done by the legislative counsel of
the House, but Representative Green gave them the plan
for it.

Representative Green had much controversy with the
Treasury over this provision, because for a long time the
Bureau of Internal Revenue did nothing in the way of
enforcing it. Finally he threatened to bring their failure
to enforce the law before Congress, and as a result some
assessments were made in accordance with its provisions,
and the understanding now is that somewhere between five
and ten million dollars in taxes have been collected under
the provisions of section 220.

It must be admitted that section 220 is somewhat difficult
of enforcement against a manufacturing corporation and
some other corporations as to which the matter of the
amount of capital needed is difficult to prove. The same
difficulty, however, does not arise with reference to mere
holding companies, or companies organized principally for
the purpose of holding stock of other companies. For some
reason or other the bureau apparently took the position
that section 220 did not apply to holding companies—or at
least the course they took would indicate this. The cases
against holding companies would manifestly be the easiest
to prosecute, but none was ever begun. Judge Green pro-
posed an amendment to the 1928 act substantially in the
form of the amendment which I now offer. He thought he
would make the law so clear and plain that the revenue
officials who were manifestly unwilling to act under it could
not avoid proceeding against the holding companies at least,
of which there were thousands in the country plainly formed
for the purpose of evading the tax and subject to the
prosecution.

The amendment went through the House without any
trouble, but in the Senate it encountered a powerful oppo-
sition from organized wealth which was engaged in evading
the surtaxes. Possibly if Representative Green had. re-
mained in the House he could have saved it. I am inclined
to think that the conferees as organized after he left were
not heartily in favor of it and it went by the board in
conference.

My purpose is simply to further clarify the section as
to remove all possibility of its evasion or lack of enforce-
ment. That is all there is to it.

Mr. GOSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I yield.

Mr. GOSS. As I heard the amendment read, it would
appear to me that it would attack surpluses in companies,
because undivided profits in a corporation might be con-
strued and are construed as surplus. Is that correct?

Mr, LAGUARDIA. No.

Mr. GOSS. It will not in any way tax surplus?

Mr. TAGUARDIA. It will tax profits that should have
been divided. It will only tax profits which should be
taxed.

Mr, GOSS. But the gentleman is making a distinction,
and we passed upon this point the other day when the com-
mittee was considering the 2 per cent tax on surpluses. The
amendment which the gentleman has offered would get
around the point of actually taxing surpluses by considering
the undivided portion of that which the gentleman says
should have been divided. So in reality it is a tax up to a
certain point——

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Up to a certain amount.

Mr. GOSS. On surpluses.

Mr. LaAGUARDIA. Not at all.

Mr. GOSS. 1 consider a surplus that portion of undi-
vided profits up to a certain point. It depends on where
you draw the line.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may proceed for two additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GOSS. Up to a certain point it is profit, but beyond
that, in the discretion of the company, it may be considered

a surplus, and that is the surplus which was discussed in
the committee the other day as being used so advanfagecusly
in helping get an exemption, in time of stress, on that
amount of money,

Mr. LAGUARDIA. All my amendment does is to clarify

section 220 of existing law.

Mr. CRISP. If we are going to pass this over all of this
will be debated later.

Mr. GOSS. I wanted to call attention to the fact that it
really had the effect of taxing surpluses.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. It has the effect of taxing profits that
are not divided for the purpose of evading the tax. That
is all. That is the law now.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I am not going to debate this
at this time. I have the Treasury Department’s explana-
tion of this and why at first they could not operate under it,
but recently how they have used it and collected $6,000,000
or $7,000,000. Buf there is no use of debating this now.
It is coming up later. I can assure the gentleman from
New York that I know the importance of this subject, and
the committee is going to consider it. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that we pass over this section, with the
amendment pending.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BLanp). Without objection, it is
S0 ordered.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 113. ADJUSTED BASIS FOR DETEEMINING GAIN OR LOSS

(a) Basis (unadjusted) of property: The basis of property shall
be the cost of such property; except that—

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word. I notfice that for the first time in the history of
the income tax law you are changing the basis of the value
at which property should be taken in determining gain or
loss. Ever since we enacied the first income tax law the
basis of value has always been understood to be that of
February 28, 1913. In the pending paragraph you strike out
all limitations as to the date and merely state that the basis
of property shall be the cost of such property. As this
amendment is rather important I thought we should pause
for some explanation as to the reason for the departure by
the committee from the established basis of all these years,
the date when the value should be determined.

Mr. CRISP. I will say fo my friend that there is no
change in the law at all as to the value of the property be-
fore March, 1913. This amendment seeks to correct this
state of facts: Where a person has held property for several
years and has taken depreciation on it, when he trades it to
some one else, the person accepting that property in lieu
of other property must take the value less the depreciation
which the preceding owner had ftaken for the property.

Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman says he must take the
depreciation which the previous owner has taken, regardless
of the price he has given for it.

Mr. CRISP. No. That is just where there is an exchange
of property. If I had an apartment house and the gentle-
man had an apartment house and we made an exchange,
then when the gentleman determines the amount of the tax
he must pay he returns the apartment house lie has re-
ceived at what it has stood me, the original cojt, less the
depreciation. The same thing would apply to my return
for the property I had taken from him.

These matters, of course, are very technical, and they are
rather hard to explain by one who is not a tax expert, and
I am not that. However, the report covers the matter fully
and explains it. If it will be satisfactory to my friend, I
will ask leave to extend my remarks by putting in the
REecorp the report dealing with this change. I know how
diligent and able my friend is. He will read it, and then
later, if he desires fo ask any questions, he may do so.

Mr. STAFFORD. I accept the compliment of the gentle-
man, but I have not the time. I do not read the REecorp,
but I follow the proceedings in the House and get my in-
formation in that way. The reason for my inquiry was the
fact that in the bill, as reported, you strike out after the
words “ basis (unadjusted) of property ” the clause * ac=
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quired after February 28, 1913,” and I was led to believe that

you were seeking a different method of computation because

of the elimination of that clause,

. Mr. CRISP. None whatever. That was dealing with the
exchange of property since then. It does not change the

law as to the value of property acquired before 1913.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Paragraph 113, subsection (b),
sets forth very clearly what is meant by this basis.

Mr. STAFFORD. I am in full sympathy with the pur-
pose sought to be attained in the exchange of property. I
was laboring under the impression that this referred to
otheér transactions besides exchanges.

Mr. CRISP. Oh, no.

Mr, STAFFORD. As the gentleman has referred to the
report, he need not burden the Recorp for my benefit. I
shall read the report as to this matter.

Mr, CRISP. I thank the gentleman.

The Clerk read down to and including line 3, on page 80.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, the majority members and the minority members,
are going to have some conferences relative to an amend-
ment to the bill levying additional taxes. Therefore I move
that the committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed tfo.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. BankHgADp, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re-
ported that the committee having had under consideration
the bill H. R. 10236, the revenue bill, had come to no reso-
lution thereon.

AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION

The Chair laid before the House the following communi-
cation from the State of Virginia:

Therefore be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Delegates of Virginia:

First. That the said proposed amendment to the Constitution of
the United States of America be, and the same 15 hereby, ratified
by the General Assembly of the State of Virginia.

Second. That certified copies of this preamble and joint reso-
lution be forwarded by the secretary of the Commonwealth to the
Secretary of State at Washington, to the presiding officer of the
United States Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives of the United States.

Agreed to by the Senate of Virginia March 4, 1832,

O. V. HANGER,
Clerk of the Senate

Agreed to by the House of Delegates of Virginia March 4, 1932.
JNOo. W. WILLIAMS,
Clerk of the House of Delegates.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to—
Mr. Mirrer (at the request of Mr. Driver), on account of
illness.
Mr, Parxks, for to-day, on account of death in his family.
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend the remarks I made this afternoon by inserting a
short article relating to secrecy of tax returns.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I object.

Mr. MALONEY, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks by inserting in the Recorp a statement
setting forth the policy of the New Orleans chapter of the
Reserve Officers’ Association of the United States as it relates
to the national defense.

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman kindly make that
request to-morrow morning when the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts is here? For the time being I object, Mr. Speaker.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and
3 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow,
Tuesday, March 29, 1932, at 12 o’clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
Tentative list of committee hearings scheduled for Tues-
day, March 29, 1932, as reported to the floor leader by clerks
of the several committees:
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NAVAL AFFAIRS
(10.30 a. m.)

To amend act making appropriations for the naval service
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1917, relative to leave of
absence of civilian employees outside of continental limits
of the United States (H. R. 8508).

Private bills.

POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS
(10.30 a. m.)

To regulate the manufacture and sale of stamped ep~
velopes (H. R. 8493, H. R. 8576).

RIVERS AND HARBORS
(10.20 a. m.)
Louisiana projects.
MERCHANT MARINE, RADIO, AND FISHERIES
(10 a. m.)
Subcommittee on Navigation Laws

Regulations for carrying on the business of lizhter service
(H. R. 408).

PUBLIC LANDS
(10.30 a. m.)
Public domain bill (H. R. 5840).

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIIT,

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 4754,
A bill providing for the construction and equipment of a
hospital upon the Blackfeet Indian Reservation in the State
of Montana; with amendment (Rept. No. 921). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr, WILLTIAMSON: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R.
8902. A bill conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims
to hear and determine claims of certain bands or tribes of
Indians residing in the State of Oregon: with amendment
(Rept. No. 922), Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union,

Mr. BUTLER: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R.
10284. A bill to authorize the acquisition of additional land
in the city of Medford, Oreg., for use in connection with the
administration of the Crater Lake National Park; without
amendment (Rept. No. 925). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. CLARK of North Carolina: Committee on Claims.
H. R. 7142. A bill for the relief of the heirs of C. K. Bowen,
deceased; without amendment (Rept. No. 923). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. BLACK: Committee on Claims. S, 243. An act for
the relief of S. F. Stacher; without amendment (Rept. No.
924). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were
referred as follows: ;

A bill (H. R. 9083) granting a pension to Mary Elliott;
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

A bill (H. R. 10389) granting a pension to Vannis J. Bap-
tist; Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the
Committee on Invlalid Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. MILLARD: A bill (H. R. 10883) to prevent desecra-
tion of the flag and insignia of the United States, and to
provide punishment therefor; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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By Mr. LEAVITT: A bill (H. R. 10884) to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to adjust reimbursable debts of
Indians and tribes of Indians; to the Committee on Indian
Affairs.

By Mr. SHALLENBERGER: A bill (H. R. 10885) to pro-
mote the safety of employees and travelers upon railroads
by compelling common carriers by railroad engaged in inter-
state and foreign commerce to man locomotives, trains, and
other self-propelled engines' or machines with competent
employees to provide the least number of men that may be
employed on locomotives, trains, and other self-propelled
engines or machines, to provide qualifications for certain
employees, and providing a penalty for the violation thereof;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: A bill (H. R. 10886) to
levy a tax on articles of merchandise produced wholly or in
part by labor subject to penal sanctions or disabilities for
refusal to work, and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HILL of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 10887) to provide
for the leasing and other utilization of the Muscle Shoals
properties, in the interest of national defense and of agricul-
ture, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. RICH: A bill (H. R. 10888) to authorize the erec-
tion of a United States Veterans’ Administration hospital in
the north central part of the State of Pennsylvania; fo the
Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation.

By Mr. PEAVEY: A bill (H. R. 10889) relating to the
transfer of ammunition; to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

By Mr. CAVICCHIA: Joint resolution (H. J. Res, 346)
granting permission to Col. Gerard McEntee, assistant chief
of staff, Seventy-eighth Division, to accept the grade and
decoration bestowed upon him by fhe King of Italy; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. OLIVER of Alabama: Joint resolution (H. J. Res.
347) to provide assistance in the rehabilitation of certain
storm-stricken areas in the United States and in relieving
unemployment in such areas; to the Commitiee on Banking
and Currency.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BLACK: A bill (H. R. 10890) for the relief of
Lieut. Jack C. Richardson, United States Navy; to the Com-
mittee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 10891) to provide for the reimburse-
ment of Guillero Medina, hydrographic surveyor, for the
value of personal effects lost in the capsizing of a Navy
whaleheat off Galera Island, Gulf of Panama; to the Com-
mittee on Claims. I

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 10892)
granting a pension to Walter W. Laflame; to the Committee
on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10893) g:ranting an increase of pension
to Margaret A. Atkinson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. CANFIELD: A bill (H. R. 10894) granting an in-
crease of pension to Melanie L. Schultheiss; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CARDEN: A bill (H. R. 10895) granting a pension
to Nancy A. Scott; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10896) granting a pension to William
B. Priddy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. CHAPMAN: A bill (H. R. 10897) for the reliet of
R. L. Lakes; to the Committee on Claims.

Also,-a bill (H. R. 10898) for the relief of Nannie Minish
Massie; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. CLARK of North Carolina: A bill (H. R. 10899)
for the relief of James Higdon; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. CONNERY: A bill (H. R. 10900) for the relief
of Julia E. Smith; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. DALLINGER: A bill (H. R. 10901) for the relief
of John Joseph Eeefe; to the Committee on Naval Affairs,
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By Mr. DEROUEN: A bill (H. R. 10802) granting an in-
crease of pension to Ella Gayle Reed; to the Commitiee on
Pensions.

By Mr, DOMINICK: A bill (H. R. 10903) for the relief
of Edna J. Getsinger; to the Commitiee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10904) granting a pension to Edna J.
Getsinger; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FIESINGER: A bill (H. R. 10905) for the relief of
George Feick & Sons Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. HARDY: A bill (H. R. 10906) granting a pen-
sion to Robert C. Southerland, jr.; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. HARLAN: A bill (H. R. 10907) for the relief of
George Dietrich; to the Comrhitiee on Military Affairs.

By Mr, HOGG of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 10908)
granting an increase of pension to Martha Thomas; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, & bill (H. R. 10909) granting back pay to Auguste C.
I]I;oti;eau; to the Committee on World War Veferans’ Legis-

on.

By Mr, HORR: A hill (H. R. 10910) for the relief of
John P. Ryan; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. JENKINS: A bill (H. R. 10911) granting an in-
crease of pension to Margaret E. Chambers; to the Commit-
tee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KADING: A bill (H. R. 10912) granting a pension
to Lorania M. Blackman; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. LICHTENWALNER: A bill (H. R. 10913) for the
relief of F. S. Wertz & Son; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. LUDLOW: A bill (H. R. 10914) granting an in-
crease of pension to Florence S. McGinnis; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, & bill (H. R. 10915) to correct the military record of
Henry A. Tate; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. McCLINTOCK of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 10916)
granting a pension to Anna G. Van Horn; to the Committee
on Pensions.

By Mr. McFADDE:N A bill (H. R. 10917) granting an
increase of pension to Helen J. Card; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RAINEY: A bill (H. R. 10918) gmutinganmc:m.se 3
of pension to Alvira Petit; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. -

By Mr. THURSTON: A bill (H. R. 10919) granting a pen-
sion to Sarah Stewart; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. TIERNEY: A bill (H. R. 10920) granting an in-
crease of pension to Maria C. Hill; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC,

Under clause 1 of Rule XXITI, the following petitions and
papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

5066, By Mr. ANDREWS of New York: Resolution
adopted by New York State Senate, urging Congress to
enact legislation to provide for the suitable regulation of the
transportation of persons in motor vehicles in interstate and
foreign Commerce; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

5067. Also, resolution adopted by Group No. 2123 of the
Polish National Alliance of the United States, memorializing
Congress to enact legislation directing the President of the
United States to proclaim October 11 General Pulaski’s
Memorial Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

5068. Also, petition of the members of Cataract Lodee,
No. 1093, of the Brotherhood of Railway Carmen of America,
and of the Niagara Falls Central Labor Union, urging opposi-
tion to reduction in salaries of Federal employees; to the
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments.

5069. By Mr. BUCKBEE: Petition of Amil J. Bernardin
and 143 others, residents of Compton, IIl., and vicinity, urg-
ing passage of House bill 137, known as the Summers good
road bill; to the Committee on Roads.

5070. By Mr, CHAVEZ: Petitions against compulsory Sun-
day observance; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.
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5071. Also, petitions to prevent a referendum or any modi-
fication or repeal of the eighteenth amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States; to the Commitfee on the
Judiciary.

5072. By Mr. CROWTHER: Petition of Group 2417 of the
Polish National Alliance of the United States, located at
Schenectady, N. Y., urging enactment of House Joint Reso-
lution 144; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

5073. Also, petition of Group 1947 of the Polish National
Alliance of the United States, located at Schenectady, N. Y.,
urging enactment of House Joint Resolution 144; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

5074. By Mr. DAVENPORT' Petition of John R. Jones and
22 other veterans, of Rome, N. Y. requesting immediate
cash payment at full face value of the adjusted-compensa-
tion certificates created by the World War adjusted compen-
sation act of 1924, with a refund of all interest charges on
loans pending against these certificates; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

5075. By Mr. EVANS of California: Petition signed by
approximately 11 persons, protesting against compulsory
Sunday observance; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

5076, By Mr. EVANS of Montana: Resolution of Mable F.
Robertson, of the Montana State branch of the National
Woman's Party, urging submission to the States for ratifica-
tion of the equal-rights amendment; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

5077. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of citizens of Oklahoma,
urging reimbursement of revolving fund of Federal Farm
Board; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5078. Also, petition of war veterans and legionnaires of
Boise City, Okla., indorsing House bill 10367, providing for
the payment of the adjusted-compensation certificates; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

5079. Also, petition of the Pittsburgh Coal Co., opposing
House bill 9320, to place the regulation of water-borne com-
merce on inland waterways under the jurisdiction of the
Interstate Commerce Commission; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

5080. By Mr. HAINES: Petition of T4 residents of York
County, Pa., protesting against the compulsory Sunday ob-
servance bill, S. 1202, entitled “A bill providing for the clos-
ing of barber shops on Sunday in the District of Columbia,”
or any other compulsory religious measures that have been
or shall be introduced, such as House bill 8092; fo the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

5081. By Mr. HALL of Mississippi: Petition of the rural
carriers of Laurel, Miss., opposing any bill placing rural
routes on a contract basis; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

5082. By Mr. HOGG of West Virginia: Petition of 16 citi-
zens of Hunting, W. Va., opposing House bill 8092; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

5083. By Mr. HOUSTON of Hawail: Petition of the Wom-
an’s Christian Temperance Union of Hawaii, representing
650 people, opposing the resubmission of the eighteenth
amendment to be ratified by State conventions or by State
legislatures; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

5084. By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: Petition of G. R. Var-
ner, Gause, Tex., favoring immediate cash payment of ad-
justed-service certificates; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

5085. By Mr. JAMES: Petition of Alfred Erickson Post,
No. 186, American Legion, Roy F. Strang, adjutant, Han-
cock, Mich., favoring a tariff on copper; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

5086. Also, petition of Victor Watia, president; Charles E.
Kukka, secretary; Louis A. Keary, chairman; and Henry F.,
Carlson, secretary, resolutions committee, Knights of Ka-
leva, Hancock, Mich., favoring a tariff on copper; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

5087. Also, resolution indorsed by the Kiwanis Club of
Ironwood, Mich., E. L. Mueller, president, and C. A. Trethe-

. wey, secretary, favoring a tariff on copper; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.
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5088, Also, petition of Robert Renwick and 39 other resi-
dents of Calumet, Mich., favoring a tariff on copper; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

5089, Also, petition of Hancock Rotary Club, Hancock,
Mich., by A. W. Quandt, president, and U. V. Tervo, secre-
tary, favoring a tariff on copper; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

5090. Also, petition of Rev. S. V. Autere, pastor of Bethle-
hem Lutheran Church, Laurium, Mich., favoring a tariff on
copper; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5091, By Mr. JENKINS: Petition signed by 19 members
of the Ohio Railroad Employees and Citizens League, pro-
testing against the unjust, unreasonable, ard discriminatory
operation of inadequately regulated and taxed busses and
trucks engaged in transportation, and against the subsidiz-
ing with public funds of water and other forms of transpor-
tation competitive with railroads; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

5092. Also, petition signed by 82 members of the Ohio
Railroad Employees and Citizens League of Ironton, Ohio,
protesting against the unjust, unreasonable, and discrimi-
natory operation of inadequately regulated and taxed busses
and trucks engaged in transportation, and against the sub-
sidizing with public funds of water and other forms of trans-
portation competitive with railroads; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

5093. By Mr, JONES: Petition of J. Grady Ponder, com-
mander Zoller Post, No. 112, American Legion, Happy, Tex.,
and other citizens; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5094. By Mr. KLEBERG: Petition of citizens of the coun-
ties of Bee, Bexar, Bianco, Comal, Guadalupe, Karnes,
Nueces, San Patricio, and Wilson, asking that Congress en-
act no legislation which will tend to destroy the effectiveness
of the agriculture marketing act, and that said act be re-
tained without impairment; to the Committee on Agriculture.

5085. By Mr. LANHAM: Petition of World War Veterans
of Parker County, Tex., favoring cash payment of face value
of adjusted-compensation certificates; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

5096. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of Brooklyn Chamber of
Commerce, Brooklyn, N. Y., referring to improper adjust-
ment of rates of duty as between raw and refined sugar;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5097. Also, petition of the International Printing Ink Cor-
poration, New York City, referring to filing of consolidated
tax returns; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5098. Also, petition of the New York Scciety for the Pre-
vention of Cruelty to Children, opposing certain provisions
in the Capper-Norton bill, S. 3448; to the Committee on
Labor.

5099. By Mr. MAGRADY: Petition signed by 140 citizens
of the State of Pennsylvania, urging the Congress not to
pass Senate bill 1202 or any other ¢ompulsory Sunday ob-
servance bills that have been or may be introduced, such as
House bill 8092; to the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia.

5100. By Mr. MANLOVE: Petition of the following veter-
ans of foreign wars: Carl Hamke, William E. Davidson, R. N.
Blut, M. Wilhelim, James T. Summly, Walter D. Davis, J. J.
Bowman, Jess Mootry, Jesse F. Nichols, W. W. Rabinett,
Henry A. Schnitzer, John Bridges, H. H. Callins, Albert C.
Hall, William W. Herd, John D. Gummly, James Roller, all
of Seligman, Mo., begging support of immediate payment of
adjusted-compensation certificates; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

5101. By Mr. MEAD: Petition of Polish National Alliance,
Group No. 2168, urging enactment of House Joint Resolution
144; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

5102. Also, petition of Brooklyn Chamber of Commerce,
urging action to safeguard the American sugar-refining in-
dustry; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5103. Also, petition of New York State Legislature, urging
enactment of legislation to provide adequate regulation of
the transportation of persons and property in interstate and
foreign commerce by motor carriers operating motor vehicles
for compensation, by charter or by contract, on the public
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highways in interstate or foreign commerce; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

5104. By Mr. PARKER of Georgia: Petition of Gray Meek,
Nicholls, Ga., advocating constructive legislative program
for the Postal Service; to the Commitiee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

5105, Also, petition of J. C. Crumbley, R. & E. Nut & Pecan
Co.,, K. M. Sisterhenm, G. H. Lauz, Frank C. Mathews, all
of Sayvannah, Ga., urging the enactment of legisiation regu-
lating the interstate traffic of busses and frucks carrying
passengers and freight; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

5106. By Mr. RAINEY: Petition of Dan McLaughlin and
59 other citizens of southern Illinois, requesting that Govern-
ment expenses be cut; to the Committee on Appropriations.

5107. Also, petition of C. W. Witwer and 43 other citizens
of southern Illineis, requesting that Government expenses
be cut; to the Committee on Appropriations.

5108. Also, petition of F. N. Cunningham and 14 other
citizens of southern Illinois; requesting that Government
expenses be cut; to the Committee on Appropriations.

5109. Also, petition of J. W. Barth and 58 other citizens
of southern Illinois; requesting that Government expenses
be cut; to the Commiftee on Appropriations. :

5110. Also, petition of A. C. Brown and 33 other citizens
of southern Illinois, requesting that Government expenses
be cut; to the Committee on Appropriations.

5111. Also, petition of J, N. Moore and 60 other citizens
of southern Illinois, requesting that Government expenses be
cut; to the Committee on Appropriations.

65112. Also, petition of Frank Lambb and 60 other citizens
of Chebanse, Ill., concerning the tax bill; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

5113. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of the State of New York
Conservation Department, Albany, N. ¥., opposing the re-
ductions in appropriations for the confrol of the white pine
blister rust, brown-tail and gipsy moth; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

5114. Also, petition of the International Prinfing Ink
Corporation, New York City, with reference to the filing of
consolidated tax returns; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

5115. By Mr. SELVIG: Petition of Lee W. Dobbs and 18
other veterans of Battle Lake, Minn., urging cash payment
of face value of bonus certificates;-to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

5116. Also, petition of Hubbard Post, No. 336, Neilsville,
Minn., urging full payment of adjusted-compensation cer-
tificates with interest excluded; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

5117. Also, petition of Heron Lake (Minn.) American
Legion Post, urging immediate payment of adjusted-service
certificates; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5118, Also, petition of American Legion Post, No. 31,
Mahnomen, Minn., supporting immediate payment in full
of adjusted-service certificates; to the Committee on Ways
and Means., !

5119. Also, petition of American Legion Post, No. 31,
Mahnomen, Minn., favoring enactment of House bill 8578,
widows and orphans pension bill; to the Committee on
Pensions.

5120, By Mr. SHOTT: Petition of M. Z. White and 99
others of Williamson, W. Va., urging legislation providing
for the regulation of bus and ftruck lines and placing them
under the direction of the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

5121, Also, petition of W. W. Anderson and 39 other
veterans of the World War, of Bluefield, W. Va, urging
cash payment of face value of adjusted-compensation cer-
tificates; with a refund of all interest charges on loans
pending against these certificates; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

5122. By Mr. SWING: Petition signed by 102 residents
of San Diego, Calif., protesting against compulsory Sunday
observance; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.
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5123. Also, petition signed by 18 residents of Alpine, Calif.,
protesting against compulsory Sunday observance; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

5124. By Mr. TARVER: Pefition of 33 ex-service men of
Smyrna, Ga., asking the immediate cash payment of the
adjusted-service compensation; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

5125. Also, petition of 81 ex-service men of Hiram, Ga.,
asking the immediate cash payment of the adjusted-service
compensation; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

5126. By Mr. THOMASON: Petitions of the Texas and
Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association, indorsing certain
bills designed to strengthen the Federal intermediate credit
banks; urging Congress to make adequate appropriation ta
carry on the work of the Biological Survey in controlling
predatory animals; indorsing House Joint Resolution 12, au-
thorizing the States to issue quarantines awaiting action by
the Secretary of Agriculture; and protesting against any re-
duction in the appropriation of the Federal Farm Board;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

SENATE

TuespAY, MArcH 29, 1932
(Legislative day of Wednesday, March 23, 1932)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Ashurst Costigan Kean Bchall
Austin Couzens Eendrick Bheppard
Baliley Davis Eeyes Bhipstead
Bankhead Dickinson King :
Barbour Fess. Lewis Smoot
Barkley Fletcher Logan Bteiwer

B Frazler MeGlll Thomas, Idaho
Black George McEellar Thomas, Okla.
Borah Glass McNary Townsend
Bratton Glenn Morrison Trammell
Brookhart Goldsborough Moses Tydings
Broussard Gore Neely Vandenberg
Bulkley Hale Norbeck Wagner
Bulow Harrison Norris Walcott
Byrnes Hastings Nye ‘Walsh, Mass,
Capper Hatfield Oddie Waterman
Caraway Hayden Patterson Watson
Carey Hebert ttman Wheeler
Connally Hull Reed

Coolidge Johnson Robinson, Ark. .

Copeland Jones Roblnson, Ind:

Mr. GEORGE. My colleague the senior Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Harris] is still detained from the Senate be-
cause of illness. I will let this announcement stand for the
day. :

Mr. GLASS. I wish to announce that my colleague the
senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanson] is absent in
attendance upon the disarmament conference at Geneva.

Mr. BYRNES. I wish to announce that my colleague the
senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr, Smira] is neces-
sarily detained by serious illness in his family.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-one Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

E. F. CREEKMORE

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr: President, some days
ago, when the proceedings of the Federal Farm Board hav-
ing relation to the salary received by the general manager
of the American Cotton Cooperative Association were under
discussion in the Senate, I stated to the Senate that Mr.
E. F. Creekmore, general manager of that cooperative asso-
clation, was domiciled in or a resident of Oklahoma; that
he had formerly lived at Fort Smith, Ark., implying a change
of residence.

That statement was incorrect. Mr. Creekmore was born
in the State of Arkansas, and at the time of his acceptance
of the position he now holds he was prominently connected
in business there, having been president of the chamber of
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